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California Postsecondary
Education Commission

Resolution 9-80

Adopting the Final Annual Report on Faculty Salaries in
California Public Higher Education, 1980-81 University
of Califarnia, California State University and Colleges;
Californmia Community Colleges, and University of Cati1forma

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS ,

WHEREAS ,

Medical Faculty

Pursuant to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 351 of the
1965 General Legislative Session, the <California
Postsecondary Education Commission 1s required to submit
to the Governor and the Legislature an annual report on
faculty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits at the
University of California and the Californmia State
University and Colleges for the forthcoming fiscal year,
and

In compliance with this directive, the Commission
prepares a preliminary report 1n the Fall, based upon
early information on compensation levels 1in comparison
institutions, for use by the Governor and the Department
of Finance 1n preparation of the Governor's Budget, and a
final report i1n the Spring, based on updated information
on compensation levels in comparison institutions, for
use by the Legislature 1n reviewing the Budget Bill, and

This final report contains information on the percentage
increases 1n salary ranges necessary to enable the
University of California and the California State
University and Colleges to attain parity with the
projected salaries of their respective comparison groups
in 1980-81, and

This report also contains information on economic
conditions including analyses of the relative position of
faculty members compared to both the cost of living and
other occupational groups, and

This report also contains information on faculty salaries
at the University of California's medical schools and at
a group of comparison institutions, and

While this report does not make specific recommendations
concerning salary levels for faculty, 1t does contain

several recommendations relating to such salary levels

and calling for additional data from the segments, now,

therefore, be 1t



new parity projections for both salaries and the cost of fringe
benefits, a deeper analysis of the losses 1in purchasing power
incurred by faculty in the four-year segments, and a discussion
of the viability of the Consumer Price Index as an indicator of
inflation

Although listed 1n the Table of Contents, the analysis of Com-
munity College faculty salaries 1s not included in this report
This 1s because there have been a number of unavoidable delays
in securing the necessary data from the seventy Community Col-
lege distracts The Community College section will be
presented to the Commission at 1ts June meeting as a supplement
to the report

Four recommendations are proposed in the staff report The
first urges the Governor and the Legislature to "give earnest
consideration to including a cost-of-living adjustment in ad-
ditron to the parity figures for both the University and the
State Universaity " The second recommends that the parity
figure for the State University be increased by between 0 5 and
1 0 percent, to reflect the fact that two of that segment's
tLwenty comparison institutions, 1ancluding the highest paying
institution, did not report data for the current year The
third and fourth recommendations coancern data collection, the
first requiring the four-year segments to thoroughly analyze
fringe benefit programs 1n the comparison institutions, and the
second recommending a formalization of data submissions from
the Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges

Although the proposed resolution recommends no specific salary
increases for any of the segments, sufficient information 1is
provided to give State policy makers a number of options

Recommended Action:

Adoption of the proposed resolution
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Annually, 1n accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1/
the University of California and the California State University and
Colleges submit to the Commissicn data on faculty salaries and the
cost of fringe benefits for their respective segments and for a group
of comparison institutions. 2/ On the basis of these data, estimates
are derived of the percentage changes 1n salaries and the cost of
fringe benefits required to attain parity with the comparison groups
in the forthcoming fiscal yvear. The methodology by which these data
are collected and analyzed 15 designed by the Commission 1in
consultation with the two segments, the Department of Finance, and
the Office of the Legislative Analyst. Commission staff audits the
data and prepares two reports--a preliminary report in the Fall and a
final report in the Spring--which are transmitted to the Governor,
the Legislature, and appropriate officials.

Beginning with the Spring report for the 1979-80 budget cycle, a
section on salaries and benefits i1n the California Community
Colleges was also included. This section was developed as a result
of a recommendation by the Legislative Analyst in the Anmalysis of the
Budget Bill, 1979-80 which stated that " . . the Califorma
Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) be directed to 1include
community college salaries and benefits in 1ts annual report on
faculty salaries.” The 1979-80 report was preliminary and will be
refined 1n several ways for the current effort. Due to data
limitations, however, the discussion of Community College faculty
salaries 1s not included in thas report, but will be presented to the
Commiss:on 1n June. The discussion of these limitations 1s contained
in Chapter 6

In addition to the discussions of segmental salaries, there 1s alsc a
section on general economic conditions and a report on medical
faculty salaries that i1s required to be submitted annually by the
University of California

HISTORY OF THE SALARY REPORTS

The impetus for the faculty salary reports came from the Master Flan
Survey Team 1n 1960, which recommended that.

3. Greatly 1increased salaries and expanded fringe
benefits, such as health and group life insurance,
leaves, and travel funds to attend professicnal
meetings, housing, parking and moving expenses, be
provided for faculty members in crder to make college



and univers:ity teaching attractive as compared with
business and i1ndustry

8. Because of the continual change 1in faculty demand and
supply, the coordinating agency annually collect
pertinent data from all segments of higher education
in the state and thereby make possible the testing of
the assumptions underlying this report 3/

For the ensuing four years, the Legislature continually sought
information regarding faculty compensation, i1nformation which came
primarily from the Legislative Analyst 1o his Analysis of the Budget
Bill and from the Coordimating Council for Higher Education 1n 1its
annual reports to the Governor and the Legislature on the level of
support for public higher education While undoubtedly helpful to
the process of determining faculty compensation levels, these
reports were considered to be insufficient, especially by the
Assembly, which consequently requested the Legislative Apalyst to
prepare a specific report on the subject 4/

Early in the 1965 General Session, the Legislative Analyst presented
his report and recommended that the process of developing data for
use by the Legislature and the Governor in determining faculty
compensation be formalized. This recommendation was embodied in
Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51, which specifically directed the
Coordinatang Council to prepare annual reports in cooperation with
the University of California and the then California State Colleges

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and, subsequently, the
Commiszion, have submitted reports to the Governor and the
Legislature The first, a preliminary report, 1s released 1in
December as an aid to the Department of Finance in developing the
Governor's Budget, the second, a final report, 5/ 1s 1ssued in the
Spring for use by the legislative fiscal committees during budget
hearings.

In each of these reports, faculty salaries and the cost of fringe
benefits 1in California’'s four-year public segments are compared with
those of other institutions (both within and outside of Californmia)
for the purpose of maintaining a competitive positicon. 6/ In
general, other indices of faculty economic welfare, such as changes
in the Consumer Price Index (CPI), have not been employed, since the
original rationale for the salary surveys was the maintenance of
competitive institutional parity rather than parity vis-a-vis the
cost of living. It was not intended that salary adjustments would
necessarily prevent erosion 1n faculty purchasing power since
inflation was a minor concern in 1965 The primary objective was to
assure that California's public institutions would be able to
attract and retain the most qualified faculty members available and



thereby at least maintain, and hopefully improve, the quality of

educational programs There can be little doubt that this 1s exactly
what occurred throughout the 1960s, since salary increases 1in most

years were greater than the increases in the CPI.

Since the passage of SCR 51, the Coordinating Council and the
Commission have 1ssued reports for fourteen budget cycles. In each
case, comparison 1nstitutions have been employed i1n determining
salary and fringe benefit levels This report, the fifteenth in the
series, continues that tradition.



CHAPTER I1

SEGMENTAL REQUESTS FOR FACULTY SALARIES AND THE COST OF FRINGE
BENEFITS

Each year, the central offices of the University and the State
University prepare requests for faculty salaries and the cost of
fringe benefits for presentation to their respective governing
boards--the Regents and the Trustees. The segmental requests for
salaries and the amounts granted by the Governor and the Legislature
since the 1965-66 fiscal year are shown in Table 1.

Although the average increase granted to State University faculty is
approximately 1 percentage point greater than that approved for
University faculty over the past fifteen years, this disparity has
been all but eliminated since 1968-69. In the ensuing eleven years,
the average iancrease for University faculty has been 5.0 percent,
while that for State University faculty has been 5.2 percent, a
difference of oonly 0.2 perceat. In the past five years, the
percentage increases have been identical. Also, the elevep-year
period referred to includes three years 1in which no increases were
approved.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

On November 15 amd 16, 1979, the University's Board of Regents
discussed faculty salaries for the 1980-81 fiscal year and approved a
request for a 10.48 percent increase. The request consisted of two
elements. (1) a 7.98 percent adjustment, using data from only four
of the eight comparison institutions, and (2) a 2.5 percent increase
"to assist 1n meeting projected State inflation for 1980-81 and to
diminish the effects of eros:ion i1n faculty salaries over the past
decade." 7/

Change In The Comparison Methodology

The 7 98 percent 1ncrease, as noted above, was based on using caly
four of the eight comparison ainstitutions. Each of these
institutions 1s listed below 1n the order of highest and lowest
salaries paid during 1979-80. Those institutions used by the
University to generate the 7.98 percent figure are indicated by an
astarisk (*).

Stanford University®

Harvard University®

State University of New York, Buffalo
Yale Universaity*



TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE INCREASES REQUESTED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND THE
AMOUNTS GRANTED BY THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE
1965-66 THROUGH 1980-81

University of California State
California University and Colleges

Year Requested Granted Requested Granted
1965-66 10.0% 7.0% 10.0% 10.7%
1966-67 2.5 2.5 6.1 6.6
1967-68 6.5 5.0 8.5 5.0
1968-69 5.5 5.0 10.5 7.5
1969-70 5.2 5.0 5.2 5.0
1970-71 7.2 0.0 7.0 0.0
1971-72 . 11.2 0.0 13.0 0.0
1972-73 13,1 9.0 13.0 8.9
1973-74 5.4 5.4 7.5 7.5
1974=-75 4.7 4.5 5.5 5.5
1975-76 10.8 6.7 10.4 6.7
1976=77 4.6 4.3 W2 4.3
1877-78 6.8 5.0 3.5 \ 5.0
1978-79 9.3 0.0 .9 0.0
1979-80 16.0 14.5 14,4 14.5
1980-81 10.5 9.0l 11.0 9.0l
Tm:al.s'.z’3

Through 1979-80 103.9% 131.1%

Through 1980~81 122.3 151.9
Average3

Through 1979-80
Tarough 1980-81

w B
19 O

4
(s W]
- s
O

2

1. smounc included in the Governor's Budgec for 1980-81.

1. These tocals are compounded @ indicate the total percestage increases grantad since
1964=63, No tocals are shown for segmencal tequescs since thav are affected greaclv
by the amounts granted.

3 An addiziomal 5 25 sercent Jas approved bv the Lagislature over che Governor's veto

for 1979-80. Since chis ameunt i3 currently under legal challenge, it has aot been
ingluded in the totals.

—-5-



University of Michigan¥®
Cornell Unaiversity
University of Illinois
University of Wisconsin

Table 2 shows the rank-by-rank salaries for the comparison four
(Harvard, Stanford, Yale, and Michigan), the excluded four (SUNY,
Buffalo; Cornell; Illinois; and Wisconsin), and the comparison eight
(all of the above ainstitutions), with indices showing the
differences among the all-ranks averages. In order to produce
consistency 1n the figures, the all-ranks averages have been
computed by using the actual 1979-80 staffing pattern of the
University of California. This 1s the same procedure used in the
computation of the parity figures shown in Table 13.

TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF RANK-BY-RANK AND ALL-RANKS
AVERAGES AMONG THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORMIA'S COMPARISONS FOUR,
EXCLUDED FOUR AND COMPARISON EIGHT INSTITUTICNS
1979-80

Associate Assistant A1l Ranks
Professor Professor Professor Averages

Comparison Four
(Harvard, Stanford,
Yale, and Machigan)

Salary $37,205 §23,668 $18,765 $30,563
Index 106.9 100.6 102.1 105.2

Comparison Eight

Salary 834,794 $23,528 518,372 529,067
Index 100 100 100 100

Excluded Four
(SUNY Buffalo, Cor-
nell, Illinois, and

Wisconsin)
Salary $33,175 523,388 517,978 528,027
Index 95.4 99 4 97 9 26.4%



The use of indices 1in Table 2 clearly shows that the Unaversity
derives a substantial advantage when using only four of the eight
comparison 1nstitutions, since those four include the two highest
paying 1nstitutions and four of the top five. As indicated by the
all-ranks averages, this 1s an advantage of 5 2 percent over the
average for the comparison eight.

As noted in the Commission's preliminary salary report 8/, the
University's rationale for using only four of the highest paying
institutions 1s contained in the Regents' agenda i1tem of November 13,
1979, which states that the list of eight comparison i1nstitutions 1s
a "broadly representative group of institutions" 9/ that are not
"among the first rank of institutions nationally."” 10/ The
University argues that the traditional comparison methodology "is a
conservative ome since i1t aims to place faculty salaries at only the
mean of this broadly representative group of institutions." 11/
Several tables are included in the Regents' agenda i1tem which are
intended to demonstrate that the University 1s 1in a disadvantageous
position relative to other "selected institutions " Included in the
list are the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, the California
Institute of Technology, and Princeton Unmaiversity, none of which is
now on the University's list of comparison 1nstitutions Of course,
none of these 1nstitutions was used to compute the 7.98 percent
figure approved by the Regents; they were only used for 1llustrative
purpases

The claim that the University's eight comparison institutions are a
"broadly representative group of institutions" 1s serious and bears
examination. To determine 1ts accuracy, Commission staff referred
to the AAUP's Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession,
1978-79, which 1s the most recent of the Association's annual reports
on the subJect This report lists salary data for 2,448 colleges and
universities throughout the country, including public and private
1nstitutions and two- and four-year institutions This group, which
represents virtually every postsecondary institution in America, 1S
divided into the following categories

Category I Institutions which offer the doctorate and
which conferred 1n the most recent three
years an annual average of fifteen or more
earned doctorates covering a manimum of
three non-related disciplines.

Category 1IA Institutions awarding degrees above the
baccalaureate, but not included i1in Category
I

Category 1IB Institutions awarding only the bacca-

laureate or equivalent degree



=

Category III Two-year institutions with academic rank.

Category IV Institutions without academic ranks (with
the exception of a few liberal arts
colleges, this category includes mostly
two-year institutions).

For the most part, the comparison imstitutions for the University and
for the State Universaity fall into Category I, the classification
that 1includes wvirtually all of the nation's larger four-year
lnstrtutions. That category contains 204 institutions for which the
AAUP reported rank-by-rank salaries. By applying the University of
Califormia's staffing pattern for 1978-79, 1t 1s possible to derive a
single all-ranks average for each institution 1n much the same manner
as 1s shown in the tables in Appendices E and F of this report. These
averages can then be ranked from highest paying to lowest paying
institution to determine where the comparison institutions for the
two California segments fit in relation to all of the institutions 1in
Category I. Table 3 shows this ranking for the highest paying l46
institutions, a list which includes all of the University's
comparison 1nstitutions and 17 of the State University's 20
comparison institutions. The remaining 3 universities in the State
University's comparison group are not included because they are
listed by the AAUP in Category IIA. Table 3 lists only 146
institutions, rather than 204, because the 9 University and 19 State
University campuses, and all instituticns with less than 300 full-
time faculty members, have been eliminated.

TABLE 3

RANKING OF 130 AAUP CATEGORY I
INSTITUTIONS BY SALARIES PAID TO FULL-TIME FACULTY

1978-79

Institution and Rank Average Salary Paid
1. Rutgers Unaiversity (New Brunswick) $29,529
2. Harvard University 29,215%
3. Stanford University 28,596%
4. Unaversity of Pennsylvania 28,118
5 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 27,954
6. SUNY - Buffalo 27,909%
7 Jobns Hopkins Unaversaity 27,679
8. University of Michigan (Ann Arbor) 27.592%
9 SUNY - Stoaybrook 27,547
0 University of Chicago 27,511



11
12

13.
14,
15.

16
17

18.
19,
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37
38

39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.

47

43,
49,
30,
51.

52
53
54
35

56.

57
58
59
60

Yale University

Unaiversity of Virginia

SUNY - Albany

University of Connecticut
Northwestern University
Columbia University

Brandeis University
Princeton University
University of North Carolina
Cornell University
University of Southern California
Tufts University

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State Univ.

University of Pittsburg
Georgetown University
University of Delaware

Fordham University

Pennsylvania State University
New York University

Wayne State University

Chio State University
University of Illinois (Urbana)
George Washington University
Howard University

Purdue University

University of Arizona

Duke University

Boston College

University of Rochester

Arizona State University
Carnegie Mellon Unaiversity
University of South Carolina
University of Hawaii

University of Washington
University of Minnesota
University of Texas {Austin}
Indiana University (Peansylvania)
University of Iowa

Washington University (Missouri)
Brown University

Adelphi University

University of Akron

Georgia Institute of Technology
Michigan State University
University of Maryland

Case Western Reserve University
Northern Arizona University
University of Utah

University of Oregon

Texas A & M University

27,508%
27,485
27,286%%
27,076
26,850
26,849
26,760
26,693
26,693
26,510%
26 ,508%*
26,443
26 ,397%%
26,384
26,356
26,305
26,052
25,988
25,985
25 ,928%*
25,846
25,777%
25,666
25,632
25,506
25,473
25,240
25,146
25,108
25,048
25,015
24,961
24,923%=
24,920
24,873
24,843
24,791
24,739
24,709
24,621
24,616
24,602
24,568
24,533
24,513
24,506
24,458
24,457
24,4547
24,440



61
62
63
64
65

66.
67.
68.

69

70.
71,
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
17.
78.
79.
g80.
81.
82.
83.

84

85.

87.
88.

89

a0.
91.

92
93
94
95

96.
97.

a3
99
100
101

102.

103
104
105
106

107.
108.
109.

110

Dartmouth College
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
University of Georgia

Unaversity of Wisconsin (Madison)

North Carolina State University
Marquette University
Vanderbilt Universaty

University of Wisconsin (Milwaukee)

University of Notre Dame
University of Houston
Georgla State University
Auburn University

Rice University

University of Cincinnati
Southern Methodist University
Oregon State University
University of Rhode Island
Emory University

University of Nevada (Reno)
University of Massachusetts
University of Indiana
University of Wyoming

Miami University (Ohio)
Bowling Green State University
University of Kentucky
Hofstra University
University of Kamsas

Iowa State University
University of New Mexico
Syracuse University

Loyola University (Chicago)
Unzversity of Missour:
University of Tennessee
Virginia Commonwealth University
Clemson University
University of Florida
Louisiana State University
University of Toledo

North Texas State University
University of Alabama
Washington State University
Lehigh University

Kansas State lUniversity
American University

Utah State University
University of Louisville
Unaversity of Colorade

Texas Women's University

New Mexico State Unaversity
University of Miami (Florida)

-10-

24,435
24,401
24,386
24,373*
24,352
24,346
24,325
24,273%%
24,265
24,243
24,199
24,195
24,111
24,012
23,926
23,921
23,920
23,889
23,886
23,871
23,818
23,749
23,725%%
23,658
23,653
23,511
23,508
23,4657
23,415
23,395%%
23,376
23,319
23,217
23,179
23,123
23,105
23,073
23,068
23,032
23,022
22,957
22,939
22,884
22,849
22,804
22,801
22,773%*
22,664
22,627
22,603



111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
1l6.
117.
118.
119.

120

121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131.
132.
133.
134.
135.

136

137.
138.
139,
140.

14l

142.
143.
144.
145.

146

Southern Illinois University
Memphis State University
Western Michigan University
University of Mississippi
University of Nebraska
University of New Hampshire
Colorade State University
University of West Virginia
Florida State Unaversity
University of Oklahoma
Iilinois State University
Kent State University
QOklahoma State University
Ball State University

Texas Technical University
University of Arkansas
Baylor University

Tulane Unaversity

College of William and Mary
Chio Unmiversity

Mississippa State University
University of Vermont
Catholic University
University of Idaho

Texas Southern University
Indiana State University

St. Louis University

Texas Christian University
University of North Dakota
Middle Tennessee State University
Northeast Louisiana University
Montana State University
University of Southern Mississipp:i
Unaiversity of Maine
University of Montana

Loma Linda University

-11-

22,591%%
22,577
22,542%%
22,534
22,511
22,495
22,472
22,469
22,348
22,332
22,214%%
22,202
22,132
22,052
22,036
21,929
21,869
21,841
21,823
21,779
21,586
21,563
21,491
21,412
21,306
21,271%*
21,261
21,033
20,991
20,936
20,774
20,637
20,419
19,888
19,398
16,260



Of the 146 institutions listed, those in the University's comparison
group rank 2nd, 3rd, 6th, 8th, 1lth, 20th, 32nd, and 64th. The
comparison institutions for the State University (the 17 listed out
of a total of 20) rank from 13th (SUNY, Albany) to 136th (Indiana
State Unaiversity) Accordingly, the University's contention that
the 1list of eight comparison 1institutions 1s ‘'broadly
representative" seems difficult to accept when six of the eight are
in the top twenty universities in the nation in terms of faculty
compensation and half of them are in the top ten. By contrast, the
list for the State University appears to be a far better qualifier
for the "broadly representative" label. It 1s also interesting to
note that the three other institutions selected for an "informal"
comparison by the University--Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(MIT); California Institute of Technology (Cal Tech); and Princeton
University--are alse very highly ranked. MIT 1s ranked 5th and
Princeton 18th. Cal Tech was not included i1n the list because 1t has
fewer than 300 faculty members, but it would have placed 7th 1f 1t
had been. Given the fact that both MIT and Cal Tech are heavily
technological and emphasize fields such as engineering and physics
where higher salaries are common, their selection for comparison
with an 1astitution as academically diverse as the University of
California seems particularly self-serving

As noted earlier, the methodology used to determine the parity
figures for both the University and the State University (Appendix C)
1s developed by the Commission 1n consultation with the two segments,
the Department of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.
The current methodology was approved by the Commission on June 13,
1977, and 1ncluded the existing list of eight comparison
institutions for the Umiversity, an inclusion with which the
University agreed at that time It was felt that this list was
appropriate since 1t included many of the nation's most prestigious
universities and provided a reasonable mix of both public and private
institutions (four of each) as well as a good geographic distribution
(four eastern, three midwestern, and one western).

It 1s well known that faculty salaries nationally have not kept pace
with the rate of inflation that has beset the country for the past
ten years, and 1t 1s certainly true that those paid to California
faculty are no exception. But this fact alone does not justify a
unilateral alteration of the methodology used by the Commission to
determine salary needs The fact that the parity figures do not
reflect an increase sufficient to satisfy the senior segments 1in any
given year does not indicate that the methodology 1s faulty Rather,
1t reflects the fact that last year California faculty received the
most generous increase from the Legislature in history Had that
14.5 percent 1ncrease not been granted, or 1f 1t had been somewhat
less than 1t was, 1t 1s very clear that a higher increase would have
been indicated for 1980-81 than that which 1s now reported as the

-12-



need Last year, when the comparison approach showed that the
University needed a 12 14 percent increase to maintain parity with
1ts comparison institutions, no attempt was made to change the list
or select only the highest paying. So long as the primary purpose of
the Commission's role 1in salary determinations i1s fairness to both
the faculty and to the taxpayers of California, such attempts must be
rejected

The University's Staffing Pattern Projection

In both last year's salary reports and in the preliminary report for
the current cycle, Commission staff commented on the Unaversity's
efforts to accurately project 1ts professorial staffing pattern 1nto
the budget year. Prior to the 1978-79 budget year, both the
University and the State University used an actual, current-year
staffing pattern to determine all-ranks averages for themselves and
for their comparison groups. When the revised methodology was
approved by the Commission in 1977, the Universaty changed to a
projected pattern, the success of which 1s shown 1in Table 4.

-13-



TABLE 4

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA STAFFING PATTERNS,
1972-73 through 1980-81

Associate Assistant

Year Professor Professor Professor Total
1972-73 2,120.00 1,079 00 1,422.00 4,621 00
1973-74 2,210.00 1,096 00 1,339.00 4,645 00
1974-75 2,295.00 1,126 00 1,223.00 4,644 00
1975-76 2,392 00 1,156.00 1,181.00 4,729 00
1976-77 2,492.00 1,230 00 1,125 00 4,847 00
1977-78 2,501 98 1,141.47 965.74 4,609 19
1978-79
(UC) Projection 2,835.00 971 55 865.89 4,072 44
(CPEC) Projection N/A N/A N/A N/A
Actual 2,593.56 1,131 38 931.24 4,636.18
1979-80
(UC) Projection 2,706.91 1,086.55 937.34 4,730 80
(CPEC) Projection 2,666.01 1,133.48 862 36 4,662.05
Actual 2,660.61 1,096.32 857 11 4,614 04
1980-81
(UC) Projection 2,774.06 1,037.76 B49.89 4,661 71
(CPEC) Projection 2,736 32 1,133 86 797 14 4,667 92

The differences among the University and CPEC projecticns and the actual
figures are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5 shows that the accuracy of the University's budget-year
staffing projections at each professorial rank has improved slightly
since 1978-79. This table also shows that even relatively large
errors 1n staffing projections such as occurred in those developed
for 1978-79, do not have a marked effect on the parity figures. Even
though the University's projections for that year erred by 14.16
percent at the Associate Professor level and by 9.31 percent at the
Professor level the percentage increase required for parity with the
comparison institutions would have differed by only (.14 percent, an
amount that should be considered negligible Since the staffing
pattern used for the University is also used for 1ts comparison
institutions, any errors that do occur apply equally te both. Such
application has the effect of "washing out" erronecus projections.
So long as the rank-by-rank salary averages are accurately reported,
the staffing pattern assumes a role of secondary importance.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

On January 23, 1980, the State University Board of Trustees approved
a request to the Governor and the Legislature for am 11.0 percent
increase 1n faculty salaries for the 1980-81 fiscal year. The
request was based on the Trustees' estimate of the rate of inflaticn
for the eighteen-month period beginming January 1, 1980, and
continuing through the coming fiscal year.

During the past four years, the Trustees have rejected the
methodology used by the Commission to project salary needs for State
University faculty. This rejection has been based on a
dissatisfaction with the list of comparison institutions aand with
the fact that there have been larger increases in the Consumer Price
Index {(CPI) than 1n the salaries of the comparison group. The
procedure adopted by the Trustees as an alternative to the comparison
approach 1s basad on a2 two-part formula which predicts the budget-
year change 1n the CPI plus a factor which reflects one fourth of the
erosion in faculty salaries since the 1968-69 budget year For 1380~
81, thas formula produces a request of 16.7 percent, based on an
assumed 11 percent rate of inflation plus a 22.8 percent loss of
purchasing power since 1968-69, one fourth of which 1s 3 7 percent
Howaver, due to the Trustee's reading of the political climate of the
State and the reflection of that climate i1n the Legislature, the
request was reduced to 11.0 percent for the coming fiscal year

An agenda i1tem presented to the Trustees 1in November 1979 stated
that.

The Califormia Postsecondary Education Commission,
pursuant to a 1965 legislative mandate (SCR 51), will soon

=16-



report that CSUC faculty salaries need to be adjusted by
only 0.8% to maintain "parity" with other selected
"comparison 1nstitutions " CPEC's calculations takes
(s1c) i1nto account the salary increase effected last July
in the CSUC but mechanically assumes salaries at the
comparison institutions to grow at a 5.7% annual rate over
a two-year period.

This statement 1s true since the comparison methodology utilizes a
technique in which the salary history of the comparison institutions
1s evaluated over a five-~year period, with a compound rate of change
computed for the entire span of time. In times of economic
stability, such a procedure works very well, accurately predicting
the relative salary status of the comparison group Imn times of
economi¢ instabilaty, however, especially when the rate of inflation
1s 1increasing rapidly, the salary increases reflected by the
methodclogy tend to be conservative and probably produce increases
for the Unmiversity and the State University that are lower than the
actual need

For several years 1n the mid-1970s, the methodoelogy 1ncluded a
computation that reflected changes in the rate of inflation. This
procedure involved an analysis of changes in the CPI over the same
five-year period in which the average salaries for the comparison
institutions were examined and a comparison of those changes with
that for the most recent year. If the inflation rate for the most
recent year was greater than the average for the previous five years,
the parity figures were adjusted upward. This procedure was
abandoned after 1977 when 1t appeared that the rate of inflation was
stabilizing. However, current circumstances--1 e , the again
rapidly 1increasing CPI--provide an argument for 1ts reinstitution
The calculations, 1f this adjustment were to be used, are shown below
in Table 6.

Table 6 clearly shows that the rate of inflation in 1979 was just
over 5 percent greater than the average annual rate for the previous
five years. Thus, 1f this adjustment were employed, the 0.8 percent
parity increase for State University faculty shown in Table 13 of
this report and referenced by the Trustees agenda i1tem last November,
would be 6 16 percent.

-17-
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The comment that the comparison methodology "mechanically assumes
salaries at the comparison institutions to grow at a 5.7% annunal rate
over a two-year period" also requires a brief examinatiom, since 1t
implies that this growth rate does not reflect what 1s really
happening within the comparison group. Last vear's final report on
salaries included a lengthy table which compared predicted and
actual salarias i1n the comparison group over a seven-year period.
That table showed that the average error was approximately + 1
percent for the all-ranks averages, 2 factor whach could change a
predicted parity figure of 5 percent at the State University to
anywhere from 4 to & percent. Such an error 1s very small and
demonstrates to a reasonable certainty the ability of the
"mechanical” method to predict comparison 1nstitution salaries. For
the current year, this predictive mechanism has again been extremely
accurate, as shown below.

TABLE 7

PREDICTED AND ACTUAL SALARIES AT THE
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1979-80

Predicted Salaries  Actual Percent
1979 Final Report Salaries Difference

Professor §29,427 529,161 -0 9%
Associate Professor 22,430 22,343 0.4
Assistant Professor 17,949 18,036 +0.5
Instructor 14,149 14,086 -0.5
All Ranks $25,140 $24,991 -0.6%

What Table 7 indicates 1s that the percentage shown to be required
for State University faculty to achieve parity with the comparison
institutions was actually O 6 percent higher than it should have
been.
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CHAPTER III
FACULTY SALARIES AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The public four-year segments, particularly the State University,
have maintained with 1increasing regularity that the use of
comparison institution data does not provide an accurate picture of
the true ecomomic status of the academic profession. Both segments
have argued that additional factors, particularly changes in the
Consumer Price Index, should also be considered.

Table 8 shows a composite of segmental requests, reports from the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education and the Postsecondary
Education Commrssion, amounts approved by the Govermor and the
Legislature, and changes in the CPI for the ten-year period beginning
with the 1969-70 fiscal year. It provides a useful perspective on
the changes in the economic status of California faculty members.
(These data are also displayed graphically in Appendix G.)

As 1ndicated in Footnote 2 of Table 8, the 13.5 percent estimated
increase in the CPI 1s based on the actual figures for the first
eight months of the 1979-80 fiscal year. Table 9 shows how the rate
of change in the CPI for an entire year can be predicted reliably by
using data from the first eight months of that year. As the table
shows, the final annual rate varies from the predicted rate by only
+ 0.44 percent, a factor which makes possible the prediction that the
1979-80 rate will probably be between 12.3 and 13.2 percent. For the
current year, however, Commission staff has estimated a rate of
inflation of 13.5 percent, since the 1ncreases in the CPI during the
months of December, January, and February have been dramatically
higher thaa those of the previous five months of the fiscal year. If
the rate of inflation during these three months were annualized, the
CPI would show an annual increase of 15.5 percent. Given this and
recent statements from the President's Council on Wage and Price
Stability that inflation will probably not abate in the next several
months, the 13.5 percent figure for the 1979-80 fiscal year seems
reasonable. No figure 1s offered for the 1980-8l fiscal year since
1t 1s apparent that there are no reliable sources of information for
such predictions
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TABLE

8

SALARY INCREASES FOR FACULTY REQUESTED BY THE UNIVERSITY

OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND
COLLEGES, INCREASES REQUIRED TO ATTAIN PARITY WITH
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS, SALARY INCREASES GRANTED

BY THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE, AND CHANGES
IN THE UNITED STATES CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

1969-70 Through 1979-80

Percentage
Segmental CCHE/CPEC Increases Changes 1n
Requests Reports Granted the Consumer
Year uc csuc uc Csuc uc csuc Price Index
1969-70 5.2% 5.2% 5 2% 5.2% 5.0 5.0% 5 9%
1970-71 7.2 7.0 7.2 10 0.0 0.0 5.2
1971-72 11.2 13 0 11.2 13.0 060 00 3.6
1972-73 13 2 13.0 13.1 13.0 9.0 B9 4 0
1973-74 5.4 75 6.4 5.8 5.4 75 9.0
1974-75 4.7 5.5 4 5 4.2 45 55 11.1
1975-76 10 8 10.4 11.0 9.7 6.7 67 7.1
1976-77 4.6 72 4.6 4.6 4 3 4.3 5.8
1977-78 6.8 B 5 6 8 5.3 50 50 6.7
1978-79 9.3 9.9 g 0 33 0.0 00 9.0
1079-80 16.0 144 126 0.1 145 145 13.5¢est ¥
TOTALS 3/ 3/ 3/ 3/ 68.7%%/73 53/ 117 axY/
Avarage 4.9%9 5 2% 7 4%
1 There was an additional 7.0% 1ncrease approved by the Legislature

It has not been included in the totals since 1t 1s currently
under legal challenge.

2. Based on actual United States Consumer Price Index figures for the
first eight months of 1979-80.

3. Totals are not shown since each year's request 1s governed by
prior increases granted; totals, therefore, have virtually no
meaning

b. Compounded for the eleven year period shown.
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TABLE 9
UNITED STATES CONSUMER PRICE INDEX, 1969-70 THROUGH 1979-80
ANNUALIZED RATES OF CHANGE BASED ON FIRST EIGHT MONTHS'
EXPERIENCE COMPARED TO ACTUAL RATES OF CHANGE

July to Amount by Which Actual

June Rate is Greater or
Annualized Rate Based on  Actual Lesser than Annualized

Year July to February Fiqures Rate Rate
1969-70 5.86% 5.92% +0.06%
1970-71 5.52 5.16 -0.36
1971=-72 3.78 3.61 -0.17
1972-73 3.39 4.03 +0.64
1973=-74 8.15 8.95 +0.80
1974=75 11.70 11.05 -0.65
1975-76 7.62 7.10 -0.52
1976=77 5.34 5.80 +0.46
1977-78 6.60 . 6.68 +0 08
1978=-79 8.80 9.46 +0.66
1979-80 12.77 N/A N/A

Average Annual Variance +0.44%

The double-digit inflation experienced by Americans over the past
several years has created a degree of national shock. Virtually
every group has attempted to ameliorate the extremely negative
effects of inflation by increasing 1ts own income to a level that
will equal, 1f not exceed, the upward price spiral. This has taken
the form of intense lobbying at all levels of government by those who
depend on public funds and has certainly caused employee
organizations in both the public and private sectors to work hard for
advantageous wage, salary, and benefit contracts. Without questiecn,
the segmental governing boards have participated in this process and
have found various ways of presenting salary requests that exceed by
substantial margins the percentage increases that would be required
to keep pace with 1increases 1n the comparison groups These
requests, as noted earlier, are not based om any comparison
methodology but on a recognition that inflation has eroded the
purchasing power of University and State University faculty by
substantial amounts over the past ten years, a fact clearly indicated
in Table 8. Eveno with the 14 5 percent range adjustment approved by
the Legislature last session, University faculty have lost 29 6
percent of their purchasing power since 1969 and State University
faculty have lost 25.3 percent. Such losses are serious and make
quite understandable the segments' dissatisfaction with the
comparison system and their affection for alternative justifications
keved to the CPI



0f course, 1t 1s not just faculty who have lost ground relative to
the cost of living, although there 1s a strong case for the
proposition that they have lost more than many other groups, 1f not
most of them. As the Counc:l of Economic Advisers recently noted 1in
1ts annual report, "There 1s no doubt that real earnings of American
workers declined in 1979." 12/

Table 10 below brings together data from three sources--the annual
report by the American Association of University Professors, 13/ the
February 1980 report from the Council of Economic Advisers, 14/ and
the Commission's own data on the salary history of faculty at the
University and the State University. What these data indicate 1s
that faculty in genmeral, and Caliform:a faculty in particular, have
experienced major losses in salary relative to the cost of living

sipce 1971, losses that are expected to continue according to the
AAUP.

Table 11 provides additional data on the relative position of faculty
nationally Although 1t utilizes annual price deflators (the
percentages by which average salaries for various groups have
increased or decreased each year from a given base) rather than
indices, as were used in Table 10, i1t provides still another look at
the relative position of the professoriate. In some ways, 1t 1s more
useful since it makes comparisons with various professional groups,
whereas Table 10 compares faculty with nonsupervisory personnel ia
the private sector

Both Tables 10 and 1l clearly show, in different ways for different
groups, that the faculty not only have lost ground relative to the
cost of living but also have lost ground relative to many other
workers, probably most of them. And in California, Umiversity and
State University faculty have lost ground to the national averages
for faculty as well. Even the very substaantial range adjustment of
14 5 percent granted for 1979-80 has done little to narrow the gap,
as 11lustrataed by Table 12 !

-23-



S%e

‘d ‘0g61 * 2 4 ‘uolBurysem ‘aot3iQ Sutjuiag Juswuiasog § ) ‘0961 Klenuer ‘Jusaprsasig A1 3o 13Joday drTwouecdy -

%S 8 %0 9 %0°9
%L S %8y %0 ¥
%€ L %€ G %6° %
/70" E€2 S 981 T LLT
€ S07 6°291 L %SI1
¢ 181 6 79T L°%ST
8 Sil 1°GS1 €151
Z°991 L8991 Z 191
AR 7 6E1 VA |
L 6ET 1 2€1 L7921
AR 1A 6 2CT Z 071
€621 6 211 £ 011
0 61T 6°211 £ 011
T €11 6 211 € 011
87901 G 101 0°G01
0° 00T 0°001 07001
Xapuy] 23ldd Ay|noe A} noey
43UWNsuoy) ansI n

%SG
%8 S
%L S

\mm £61
7°¢81
£ 1LT
C 291
¢ 861
L7891
1 0%1
6°TET
£°621
7 021
S %11
97901
07001

/¢ ALleuoLien
A1Lnoeq |1V

‘jusdIad §-g1 Jo aBueyd jo 3jea pIIPWITIS3 UO pasey
"08-6/617 A10J IS5EIIDUT JUILIad (- g uo pasey
“6zE 99ed ‘gr6T 19qwa3dag “‘4gnyy 2yl Jo uijajing ‘Imapeoy

%8 9
A
%0 9

£ 002
97981
1°¢€L1
G 791
9 €St
S ohl
L°SET
£ 621
g eel
9°911
0111
L7401
0 001
/1 SJ9jJOoM dpeJ]
| Le19Yy pue
3| BSI|OYM

08-6/61 HONOYHL
89-71961

%S9
%e L
%8 9

£ 07
Y 60T
B8 061
1°£81
L TLT
6°091
[ARA] !
L vl
9°9LT
I 9z1
ANANI
7901

0°001

/1 SJ4yJoM
Uo115h4]5U0Y)

-] T T

%8 8 08-6.61--5/-%{61
% 9 H{-€L6T--89-1961
% L  08-6/61--89-196[
25E310U]
1enuuy adeaaay
6 ¥ET ( 183) 08-6461
TN b/ 64-9161
67661 8l-1161
8781 LL-9161
9 991 9/-GL6T
% HGT SL-y161
v Gh1 #l-€161
1°GET £L-2L61
VAR A ZL-1161
S 91T 11-0L61
T°€11 0L-6961
0°L01 69-8961
0°001 89-1961
\_. SJAI)JOM dEDA
BuLangyoe jnuey

(Q3X3IONI) SANOYD LNIWAGTIWI SNOTYYA 40 SNOILISOd ITWONOII IATLYIY

oL 374Vl

—24—



TABLE 11

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE ANNUAL RATES OF INCREASE
IN REAL SALARIES PRICES FOR INDIVIDUALS
IN DIFFERENT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

Average Annual Rate
of Increase

1967-68 1967-68 1972-73
Occupational Groups to to to
1977-78 1972-73 1977-78

Average Academic Salary -0 8% +0.9% =2.4%

Wage or Salary Income of

Male Year-Round Workers
Professional and Technical +0.1% +1.8% -1.5%
Managers and Professionals +0 5 +2.2 -1.3
Clerical and Kindred +1.3 +2.7 -0.1
Craft and XKindred +0.8 +2.2 -0.6

Basic Annual Pay Rates for -

Professional and Administrative

Employees of the Federal

Government
Grade P4 or GS-11 +1.0% +1.9% -* 9%
Grade P6 or GS-13 +1.1 +2.1 +0.2
Grade P8 or G3-15 +0.9 2.1 -0.3

Average Salaries 1n Selected

Professional and Administrative

Positions in Private Industry
Auditer III - %9 +1 7% -1.8%
Accountant IV +0.5 +1.3 -0.3
Chief Accountant IV +0.7 +2 3 -0.9
Attorney IV +1.7 +5.4 -1 9
Attorney VI +1.8 +5 &4 -1 6
Chemist V + * +0.6 -0 5
Chemist VII -0.1 +0.5 -0 6
Engineer VI -0 3 +0.6 -11
Engineer VIII -0.6 + % -112
Job Analyst IV =0.4 +0 1 -0 9
Buyer IV +2.1 +4 8 -0 6
Director of Personnel III +0 5 +1.0 00

*Figure is less than oume-cemth of cne perceat.

Sources: Academic AAUP data
Male warkers U 3. Bureau of che Census, Sectien P-60
Gavernment U.5. Civil Service Commission
Private Industry DBureau of Labor Statiscics, Vacional Survev for Professional,
Technical, and Clerical Pay.
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TABLE 12

PERCENTAGE LAG BETWEEN UNIVERSITY QOF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES FACULTY
AND OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS REPORTED BY THE COUNCIL OF
ECONOMIC ADVISERS, AVERAGE NATIONAL SALARIES REPQRTED

BY THE AAUP, AND THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

1967-68 to 1978-79 and to 1979-80

Percentage Lag
1967-68 1967-68

to to

Item 1978-79 1979-80
Manufacturing Workers

uc -40.7% =-32.6%

CsuC -33.6 -26.0
Construction Workers

Uuc -32.8 =244

CsUC -26.1 -18.1
Wholesale and Retail Trade Workers

uc -20.6 -13.1

C5UC -14.6 - 7.4
All Faculty Natiomally

uc -17.9 - 9.2

Csuc -12.0 - 3.7
United States Consumer Price Index

uc -32.7 -31.6

CSucC =26 0 =24 9

What becomes clear through Table 12 1s that the 14 5 percent range
adjustment granted by the Legislature prevented further losses 1in
real salaries for faculty at the University and the State University
Where faculty at the University, for example, had lost 32 7 percent
to the cost of living between 1967-68 and 1978-79, their loss was
reduced by only 1.1 percent--to 31 6 percent as of 1979-80.
Similarly, where State University faculty had lost 26 0 percent as of
1978-79, their loss was reduced to 24 9 percent as a result of the
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14 5 percent adjustment. These gains relative to the cost of living
were small because of the curreat 13.5 percent rate of inflation
The gains relative to the other groups, however, were much greater,
as the table indicates, a fact caused by the lower perceatage
1ncreases they received for the current year.

There 1s one apparent inconsistency between the data shown in Tables
10 and 12 and the data presented i1n the Commission's preliminary
report to the Governor and the Legislature 1n December 1979. At that
time 1t was reported that for the 1979-80 academic year, the
University had a 1.63 percent lead in salaries over 1ts comparison
group while the State University had a 4.68 percent lead. In Table
12, however, 1t 18 indicated that the University and the State
Uaiversity have lost 9.2 and 3.7 percent, respectively, in relatave
position to all universities nationally as reported by the AAUP. One
possible reason 1s that both California segments may have enjoyed an
initial advantage over universitlies generally in 1967-68, the year
which was used as a starting point. Another possibility is that a
different weighting system was used by the AAUP than by the
California segments. A thaird 1s that some of the lower paying
colleges and universities around the country, those which are not
members of the segmental comparison groups, have closed the gap by
providing slightly higher annual salary increases than the
comparison iastitutions. An overall conclusion 1s that Califormia
faculty have kept pace with colleges and universities generally, and
with their comparison iastitutions 1n particular, but have lost
ground both to the CPI and to mcst other occupatiomal groups.

A few general comments about tha Consumer Price Index should also be
included at this point. As the Council of Economic Advisers has
stated.

The appropriateness of using the CPI as a measure of
inflation confronting the average consumer has been called
into question 1n recent years because of the way this i1ndex
treats the purchase of homes and the associated costs of
home financing The CPI 1s a price index of goods and
services that consumers buy; 1t 15 not a cast-of-living
index. A home 1s an investment as well as a good purchased
by consumers for current consumption. An i1ncrease 1n home
prices 1s thus as much a returm oo saviogs to the homeowner
1n hig role as an investor as it 1s a rise 1n the cost of
living to the individual 1o his role as a consumer.

One altermative 1s to use a rent index to represent the
costs of using the services of a house. This may give a
better measure of changes 1n the cost of living teo the
average consumer, particularly during periods when the
costs of homes and home finance move very sharply. When
average hourly earnings are deflated by the CPI with the
rent index substituted for homeownership, real earmings
st1ll show a drop 1n 1979, but it 1s more moderate 13/
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Other writers on the subject have also objected to using the CPI,
especially when 1t 1s directly translated into wage and benefit
increases for various groups. Business Week magazine, for example,
termed the CPI "a measure that grossly overstates the rise in living
costs.'" 16/ While this comment may be slightly self-serving, in that
1t reflects the view of the business community which has an 1nterest
10 holding the line on wages, 1t certainly deserves examination.
Another author offers a more moderate view:

While conceding 1t would be impossible to devise a
completely accurate cost-of-living index, Wells Fargo's
economist (Gregory Bullen, Vice-President and Senior

Economist) said there already 1s an 1ndex that beats the
CPI.

The lesser known measuremeat favored by Bullen 1s called
the Personal Consumption Expenditures (PCE) Deflator
This indicator covers most of the same goods and services
as the CPI, but 1t uses actual buying patterns to figure
the index values,

The deflator calculates housing costs by use, not price.
The 1dea 1s to price all housing at the payment 1t would
receirve 1f rented, Bullen saad.

The PCE index increased almost 10 percent from the end of
1978 through 1979, whereas the Consumer Price Index rose
12.6 percent. Which was closer to the truth” "The answer
1s debatable,” said Bullen, "but a critical look at the
data suggests that the true inflation rate was close to 11
percent--well below the CPI estimate.," 17/

Economic conditions have changed so rapidly over the past few years
that 1t 1s not surprising that the indices used to measure those
conditions would begin to arouse some controversy. Economics,
termed "the dismal science” by Thomas Carlyle in 1850, has never been
known for its precision. Although the statistical tools 1t uses have
become far more refined and sophisticated 1in the intervening
century, so Loo have the complexities of economic life The result
1s that the "science" of economics may not be much closer to
predicting future conditions than 1t was 1n prior decades
Accordingly, while one may doubt that the CPI "grossly overstates"
the real increase in the cost of living, it does appear reasonable to
regard 1t only as a general indicator of inflation, one that gives a
strong clue to economic trends, but not a precise measure



CHAPTER IV

PROJECTED SALARIES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES REQUIRED FOR PARITY WITH
THE COMPARISON GROUP PROJECTIONS

The projected 1980-~81 salaries for faculty at the University of
California and the Californmia State Universaty and Colleges are
shown 1n Table 13 (See Appendices E and F for the computation of
these figures, as well as those for the cost of fringe benefits.)

TABLE 13

ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY REQUIRED AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
AND COLLEGES TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON
INSTITUTION PROJECTIONS FOR 1980-81

Comparison Projected
Institution Percentage
Salary Levels Increase
Salaries Projected for Required.
Institution 1n 1979-80 1980-81 1980-81
University of $29,559 $31,039 5 01l%
Californmia )
California State $26,111 $26,331 0.84%
University and
Colleges

As noted earlier, in the mid-1970s, an additiomal factor was included
in the annual parity computations to reflect increases 1n the
Consumer Price Index over the previous five-year period. Table é
showed that the reinstitution of this procedure would produce ao
additional need of about 5 percent for each segment 1n 1980-81.
Table 14 shows the effect the adjustment for inflation would have on
the parity figures shown in Table 13.

If this adjustment had been employed for the 1979-80 budget cycle, 1t
would not have made as significant a difference as 1t weuld this
year. At that time, the annual change in the CPI had averaged about
8 percent for the previous five years, while the adjustment for the
1mmediately preceding fiscal year was just over 3 perceant  The
change would have added 1.25 percent to the parity adjustments of
12.64 for the University and 10 10 percent for the State University,
resulting i1n new totals of 13 89 and 11.35 percent, respectively,
both of which would have been close to the 14.5 percent figure that
the Legislature approved. This year, however, because inflation 1s
accelerating, the CPI adjustment assumes a far greater importance.
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TABLE 14

SALARY REQUIREMENTS FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
WHEN ADJUSTED FOR CHANGES IN THE
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX
1980-81

Parity Requirements

Using Only the Adjustment for
Comparison the Consumer Adjusted
Institution Institutions Price Index Reguirement
University of 5.01% 5.32% 10.33%
California
California State 0.84% 5.32% 6.16%
University and
Collegeax

There are two major differences between the senior segments in the
methodology used to compute parity with the comparison institutions
The University, 10 deriving 1ts figures for the all-ranks average 1n
1ts comparison 1nstitutions, uses what 1is known as the "average of
averages" approach. This method 1nvolves the computaticn of an
average salary, by rank, for each of its comparison institutions.
Each of these average salaries 1s then added to produce a total,
which 1s then divided by the number of comparison iostitutions to
produce an average for the group. The State University, on the other
hand, divides the total number of faculty at that raak in all of 1ts
comparison ianstitutions combined. An average salary for aach rank 1s
thereby obtained and used as a mean for all faculty at that rank.
These methods produce a system 1n which each of the University's
ei1ght comparisen institutions has equal weight, regardless of size,
while those for the State University are different1ally weighted,
with the larger institutions having a greater effect on the average
than the smaller institutiods

The Commission has periocdically examined this difference 11 approach
and concluded that there 1s no compelling reason for favoring one
over the other. TFor this reason, and because the resulting
computations produce only minor differences 1n the salary
projections, 1t was decided to allow each segment to use the
procedure it prefers.

A second difference in the methodology utilized by the segments 1S
that the staffing pattern for the University 1s projected into the
1980-81 budget year, while that for the State University 1S the
actual pattern for the current year. The University's success with
1ts projections has already been discussed 1n Chapter 2
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It also should be nmoted that the parity figures for the State
University are based on Fall 1979 data for only eighteen of the
twenty comparison iastitutions. The two institutions which had not
reported as of this writing were the two campuses of the State
University of New York, the general campus at Albany and the College
of Arts and Sciences at Buffalo.

It 1s probable that the absence of these two institutions has had a
negative effect on the parity figures for the State University,
since, as noted in Table 3, SUNY, Albany, 1s the highest paying
institution in the State University's comparison group, ranking l3th
1in the nation in 1978-79 SUNY's College at Buffalo, on the other
hand, 1s not listed in Table 3 since 1t 1s a category 11A
institution, but would have placed 106th among the Category I group
and 13th among the State University's comparisen 1nstitutions. The
State University has noted that these 1nstitutions were also absent
1n 1974 and that their omission had the effect of reducing the parity
percentage for that year by 0.9 percent The current effect of that
omission 1s, of course, unknown.
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CHAPTER V

PROJECTED COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND AT THEIR RESPECTIVE
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

The projected 1980-81 cost of fringe benefits at the University of

California and the California State University and Colleges 1s shown
in Table 15.

Fringe benefits for faculty consist of retirement, Social Security,
unemployment insurance, Workmen's Compensation, health insurance,
life 1nsurance, and disability insurance. The largest compoment of
the benefit package 1s retirement, which amounts to approximately 80
percent of all countable fringe benefits at the University and 70
percent at the State University. This single factor has a profound
effect on the usefulness of the data in Table 15, since the
employer's cost of providing a retirement program may bear only an
indirect relationship to the benefits received by the employee.

There are, of course, many different types of retirement programs 1n
operation across the country. Some are funded by public agencies,
some through private associations, and others through insuraoce
companies. In some cases, the public retirement program 1s self-
contained within the imstitution (e.g , the University of California
Retirement System--UCRS). In other cases, the program includes
public agencies outside of postsecondary education (e.g., the Public
Employees Retirement System=--PERS, which includes State University
faculty and nonacademic employees along with most other State
employees).

Because the payments to and the benefits from these fringe benefit
programs vary widely, 1t 1s virtually impossible to make a precise
determination of the benefits received by analyzing dollar
contributions. Additionally, there are the problems of vesting and
portability. Some retirement systems become vested with the
employee after only a year or two, while others require considerably
longer A faculty member who works in one system for four years may
not yet have his benefits vested, while a faculty member 1n another
system may enjoy the vesting benefit An emplovee who leaves a
retirement program prior to vesting receives no benefits in spite of
the fact that payments have been made by his or her emplover
Further, some retirement programs permit an employee to carry the
employer's contributions with him when he goes to a new employer;
others do not This feature, generally referred to as "portabilitv,"”
can be a major bemefit, but 1t 1s not reflected im the cost figures
that are currently used to indicate the relative status of University
and State University faculty vis-a-vis their comparison groups

-32-



TABLE 15

ALL-RANKS AVERAGE COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORMIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES, REQUIRED
TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON INSTITUTICN
PROJECTIONS FOR 1980-81

Comparison Projected
Institution Percentage
Cost of Projected Cost of Increase
Fringe Benefits Fringe Benefits Required:
Institution in 1979-80 in 1980-81 1980-81
University of $7,518 §5,306 -29.42%1
California
California State 57,092 54,828 -31.93%2
University and
Colleges

1. Adjusted for the effect of a 5.01% range adjustment.

2. Adjusted for the effect of a 0.84% range adjustment

Another ingredient in the fringe benefit stew 1s the fact that not
all benefits are included in the current methodoclogy For example,
some institutioms may offer, in addition to retirsment programs
Secial Securitv contributions, medical insurance. and the like. such
1tems as tuition waivers or reductions for dependents, free athletic
tickets; dental 1insurance; discounted housing; and similar
perquisites. Such financial incentives for faculty may not be
reflected in the comparisons at the present time since 1t can be very
difficult to assign a monetary value to them, but they could have
much to do with the overall attractiveness of a university to a
prospective (or continuing) faculty member

Nevertheless, the disparities between the California segmeats and
their comparisen institutions has now become so great in terms of
dollar contributions that i1t may be time for a more penetrating
examination of the entire fringe benefit question. Much more needs
to be known about the exact composition of fringe benefit packages at
the comparison institutions, and 1t 1s for the purpose of cbtaining
such 1nformation that the recommendation contained in the final
section of this report 1s cffered
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For the present, however, a caveat included in the previous two
salary reports should again be stressed: the usefulness of the
fringe benefit data showa in Table 15 1s limited and should be “used
with the utmost caution. Until better data become avallable, the
segmental view that fringe bemefits for faculty should correspond to
those for all other State employees, i1s probably the most reasonable.
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CHAPTER VI

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS--CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARIES;
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES, AND FEDERAL WAGE
AND PRICE GUIDELINES

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARIES

In the Analysis of the Budget Ball, 1979-80, the Legislative Analyst
recommended that the Commission include information on faculty
salaries in the California Community Colleges In response to that
recommendatiop, the Commission published a preliminary analysis in
last vear's final report, one which considered data from the 1977-78
fiscal yvear. No data were presented for what was then the current
year (1978-79) since the Chancellor's Office of the Communmity
Colleges had abandoned such data collection as part of the cutbacks
resulting from Proposition 13.

Subsequently, Commission staff proposed that submission of Community
College faculty salary data be formalized, and the Legislature
appropriated $15,000 to the Chanceller's Office for that purpose. A
letter to the Chancellor was drafted on August 9, 1979, detailing the
specific information desired, and requesting data for 1978-79 by
November 1, 1979, and data for 1979-80 by March 1, 1980, for both
full-time and part-time faculty for both years. (See Appendix I.)

As the Chancellor's Office began to collect these data from the
districts, 1t quickly became evident that the deadlines could not be
met. In part, this was due to the following factors. the format
required for the data was different from that used in prior years;
extensive editing was required, and a number of employee salary
contracts were still ip the process of negotiation. In additaien,
data on part-time faculty had never before been collected
systematically, a fact which created 2 number of procedural problems
common to all new data collection efforts. Presumably, as experience
with the necessary computer programs 1s gained, many of these "bugs™
w1ill be eliminated and the information will be delivered i1n a timely
fashion.

At present, complete data are available for the 1978-79 fiscal year,
but not for 1979-80. Of the seventy Community College dastricts,
s1Xteen were reported as not having completed salary megotiations
for the curreat year In additioa, ncne of the data for part-time
faculty has been submitted by the Chancellor's Office Accordingly,
1t 1s the Commission's present intention to submit a supplement to
this report dealing exclusively with the California Community
Colleges 1n June of this year This will still provide time for
legislative scrutiny and will not interrupt the process for the
University and the State University, the only two segments for which
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specific salary appropriations are made. In the future, however, 1t
w1ll be necessary to reach agreement with the Chancellor's Office on
specific dates for the submission of data, and a recommendation to
that effect is included in the final section of this report.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA MEDICAL FACULTY SATARIES

Last year, for the first time, data on salaries paid to medical
faculty at the Unaversity of California was included 1in this series
of annual reports. (Those data were included as Appendix G of the
Commission's final report for 1979-80.) They showed that the
University stood at approximately the middle of a group of eight
comparison 1nstitutions 1in three selected fields: Medicine,
Pediatrics, and Surgery. The comparison imnstitutions included:

Stanford University University of Machigan

State University of New York-- University of Texas, Austin
Upstate Medical School

University of Chicago University of Wiscomsin

University of Illinoas " Yale University

The University's report to the Commission 1included general
descriptions of the three differemt types of compeansation plans
employed by one or more of the comparison institutions, and also
detailed the University's own plan. It also provided a rationale for
the selection of the comparison institutions and analyzed the
results of the data collected. No conclusions or recommendations
were offered since none was requested 1n the legislative directive.

This year's report by the University uses the same group of com-

parison institutions and shows that the University has gained some

ground relative to them. Table 16 shows the changes from 1978-79 to
1979-80.

TABLE 186
RANKING OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES

IN RELATION TO COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS,
1978-79 and 1979-80

Medicine Pediatrics Surgery
UC Rank 1978-79 1579-80 1978-79 1979-80 1978-79 1979-80
Professor 5th 2nd 3rd 3rd 7th 2nd
Associate 4th 2nd 4th 3rd 7th 4th
Professor
Assistant gth 2nd 3rd 2nd Teh 5th
Professor
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Table 17 compares the current salaries for University medical
faculty at each of the three ranks with the averages for the eight

comparison institutions for 1978-79 and 1979-80.

TABLE 17

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AVERAGE MEDICAL FACULTY
SALARIES COMPARED TO AVERAGE MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES
AT THE COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1978-79 and 1979-80

Medicine Padiatrics surgery
Rank/Institution 1979-79 1979-80 1978-79 1979-80 1978-79 1979-80
Professor

University of

$39,000 §72,6415

§59,000 $68,028

575,000 598,152

Califormia

Comparison 60,625 66,599 57,375 61,3805 BO,000 88,703

Institutions

UC Leads/Trails By -2 1% +8 7% +2 B% +9 9% -6 3% +ri0 7%
Agsociace Professor

University of 549,000 $36,557 47,000 554,401 557,000 570,309

Californza

Comparison 48,750 53,444 47,125 49,724 83,625 71,094

Ioptitucions

UC Leads/Trails By +0 5% +5 8% -0 3% 9 4% -10 u% -0.3%
Assistaant Professor

University of 540,000 546,228 539,000 345,005 548,000 563,054

California

Comparison 3,875 43,960 36,250 0,0k 54,128 61,340

Tasticutions

UC Leads/Trails 3y -2 1% -5 L% +7 % 12 4% -1l 3% ~ 8%

-37-



It 1s obvious from Table 17 that there are tremendous salary
variations between the University's medical schools and the eaght
comparison institutions, the most dramat:c of which was the 17
percent gain for full professors of surgery at the University
Several other gains relative to the comparison group were almost as
great.

In viewing medical compensation plans, i1t 1s helpful to remember that
overall renumeration 1s based only partially on the professorial
salary schedule, which 1s i1dentical to that received by faculty on
the general campuses of the University. The remainder comes from
fees charged to patients at the University's hospitals, a porticn of
which goes to the physician, with the rest being retained by the
University for overhead. As the physician earns more money from
patient fees, he receives a lower percentage of those fees until the
University's overhead charges become essential confiscatory at
approximately three times base salary. It 1s because of the fee
income that the salaries show such a variance. Further, there can be
little doubt that such a variance will continue in future years, with
much greater differences between medical faculty at the Unmiversity
(and 1ts comparison institutions) then with regular faculty.

FEDERAL WAGE AND PRICE GUIDELINES

In the Commission’'s final report on faculty salaries for 1979-80,
there was a brief discussion of President Carter's anti-inflation
program, whaich consisted of voluntary wage and price guidelines. At
that time, the President's Council on Wage and Price Stability had
established a 7 percent ceiling on wage and salary increases,
begirning with the 1979 federal fiscal year (October 1, 1978) 4s a
result of those guidelines, legislation was introduced, and
subsequently approved over the Governor's veteo, which provided 7
percent increases for each of the 1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years,
part of which was to be paid to all State employees in the form of a
retroactive lump sum. The net effect for 1979-80 was a 14.5 percent
increase, a figure which resulted from the compounding of two 7
percent 1increases At the present time, the lump sum payment 1is
under legal challenge and has not been distributed

In the face of continuing i1nflation, the Council on Wage and Price
Stability has been reviewing the 7 percent ceiling  Although no
formal confirmation has yet been received by the Department of
Finance, President Carter announced in March that the ceiling would
be raised to 9 percent According to the Department, 1t seems
probable that there will be a further revision 1n this figure to
approximately 9.5 percent and possibly slightly higher 1f inflation
continues to accelerate at the pace of the past four months. When
definitive information 1s received, 1t will be made available to the
Commission and appropriate State officials
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CHAPTER VII

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

It 1s recommended that the Governor and the Legislature give
earnest consideration to 1including a cost-of-living
adjustment to the parity figures for both the University of
California and the California State University and Colleges,
as discussed in Chapter IV of this report. Inflation has
increased to such an extent that this adjustment, which was
used in a previous perirod of rapid changes in the CPI, should
again be included in the methodology.

It 1s further recommended that the (.84 percent increases
indicated to be required for parity for California State
University and Colleges faculty 1in 1980-«Bl be increased by
between 0 5 and 1.0 percent, to reflect the fact that the two
campuses of the State University of New York (SUNY) did not
report salary data for the current year. The fact that the
Albany campus of SUNY was the highest paying of all the State
University's comparison 1iastitutions in 1979-80, with an
average salary about 15 percent higher than the average for
the remaining institutions, dictates the need for that upward
adjustment. The percentage increase required to achieve
parity for State University faculty should therefore be
between 1.34 and 1.84 percent for 1980-81. If the CPI
adjustment suggested i1n Recommendation 1 above were included,
the net increase would be between 6.66 and 7 16 percent.

It 1s further recommended that the University of California
and the California State University and Colleges conduct a
thorough study of fringe benefit programs, both at their own
institutions and at their respective comparison institutions
This study should include a complete analysis of retirement
programs; medical, dental and life 1insurance programs;
tuition waivers for dependents, housing allowances;
recreational benefits such as free or reduced rate access to
athletic facilities and sporting events; and any other
benefits to which any monetary value can be assigned. Each
segment should report i1ts findings and conclusions to the
Postsecondary Education Commission by February 1, 1981,

It 1s further recommended that the Chancellor's Office of the
California Community Colleges furnish salary data on both
full- and part-time faculty to the Postsecondary Education
Commission no later tham Februwary 1, 198l, and each year
thereafter. Data to be included should conform to the request
contained in the letter from Associate Director 0'Brien to
Chancellor Hayward dated August 9, 1979 (Appendax I).
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FOOTNOTES

See Appendix A.

See Appendix D for the lists of comparison imstitutions used for
the University of California and the California State
University and Colleges.

A Master Plan for Higher Education in Californmia, 1960-1975,
California State Department of Education, Sacramento,
California, 1960, p 12.

This request came 1n the form of House Resolution No. 250
(Unruh) during the 1964 First Extraordinary Session of the
Legislature., (See Appendix B.)

Prior to 1973-74, only one report on salaries was issued for
each budget cycle.

The methodolegy for the faculty salary reperts 1is shown in
Appendix C. Comparison institutions are shown 1n Appendix D

Regents of the University of California Agenda, Item 509, p 5,
November 15, 1979.

Preliminary Annual Report on Faculty Salaries and the Cost of
Fringe Benefits at the Unlver51ty of California a and EEE
California State Unlver51ty and Colleges 1980-81

Regents' Agenda, p. 2.
Ibid.

Ibad.

Economic Report of the President, United States Government
Printing Office, Washlngton D.C., 1980, p 40.

Academe- Bulletin of the AAUP, "An Era of Continuing Decline
Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession, 1978-
79," September 1979

Economic Indicators, Council of Economic Advisers, United
States Government Printing Office, Washington, D C , February
1980.
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15/ Economic Report of the President, p. 39

16/ Business Week, "Editorials," March 31, 1980, p 130

17/ Sacramentc Bee, "It's Your Business--Deflating an Index," John
Burns, March 28, 1980.
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1365 General Session—-
Relative to academic salaries and welfare benefits.

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Coumittee pursuant to
House Resolution No, 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had
prepared and has adopted a report of the Legislative Analyst con-
taiping findings and recommendations as to salaries and the general
economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of
the California institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
found that the reporting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has
been made previcusly to the Legislature has been fragmentary and
has lacked necessary comsistency, with the result that the Legis-
lature's cousideration of the salary requests of the institutions
of higher learning has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina-
ting Council for Higher Education, plus such supplementary informa-
tion as the University of California and the California State
Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive
and consistently reported information as cutlined specifically in
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include
essential data on the size and composition of the faculty, the estab-
lishment of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculty
salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired fringe benefits,
the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, special
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of sup-
plementary income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties
and involve cost implications to the state now, therefore, be it

Resoclved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly
thereof concurring, That the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governmor and the
Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare
benefits report containing the basic information recommended in the
report of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly, under date
of March 22, 1965,
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House Resolution No. 250

Relative to the economic welfare of the faculties of the
California Public Institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly
recommended that every effort be made to ensure that the institutions
of higher education in California waintain or improve their position
in the intense competition for the highest quality of faculty members;
and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Educatiecn in its
annual report to the Govermor and the Legislature regarding level of
support for the California State Colleges and the University of Cali-
fornia recommended that funds should be provided to permit at least
an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cali-
fornia State Colleges and the University of Califormia; and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the Califormia State Colleges in their
annual report to the Legislature declared that the California State
Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competition and
that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging l4 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in imstitutions of higher
education in California during the next decade will cause a demand
for qualified faculty members which cannot possibly be met unless
such institutions have a recruitment climate which will compare
favorably with other colleges, universities, business institutions,
industry, and other levels of govermment; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business
and industrial development, a momentum now threatened by lagging
faculty salaries so that failure to maintain adequate salary scales
for faculty members in California institutions of higher education
would be false economy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College
and University campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting
some of the best faculty members from the California instartutions of
higher education, and if such academic emigration gains momentum
because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educa-
tional processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by
lower tax revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing problems faced by the California institutions of
higher education in attracting and maintaining cutstanding faculty
members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and
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WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has
been reflected in California's phenomenal economic growth and has
shown California taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors,
but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the
contributions by the Califormia institutions of higher education to
the continued econmomic and cultural development of California may
be seriously threatened; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, That the
Assembly Coumittee on Rules is directed to request the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee to study the subject of salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty
members of the California institutions of higher educatiom, and
ways and means of improving such salaries and bemefits in order
that such California institutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality
of education, and to request such committee to report its findings
and recommendations to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.



A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thus staf report 13 to recommend a
method for reporting to the Legslature on salares,
fringe henefits and other special economic benefits for
facultaes of the Umiversity of Califormia and the Cah-
forma State Colleges. This report has been prepared
by the Jommt Legislative Budget Committee 1mn re-
sponse to House Besolution 250 (1964 First Extraor-
dinary Session, Appendix 1)! whieh resolved

“‘That the Assembly Commattee on Rules 15 di-
rected to request the Jomnt Legslative Budget Com-
mttee to study the subject of salarmes apd the gen-
eral ecopomue weifare, inclunding fringe benefits, of
faculty members of the Califormua institutions of
higher education, and ways and means of unproving
sueh salares and benefits 1n order that sueh Cali-
forma mstitutions of higher eduestion may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest qnality of education, and to request such
commuittee to report 1ts findings and recommenda-
twons to the Legsiature not later thap the fifth
legisiative day of the 1965 Regular Sesgion.’’

Staff of the Joint Leguslative Budget Committee
wumnated 1its study by seeking information wiueh wouid
refleet the magnitnde of California’s long-range and
mmediate problems regarding the need to reeruit and
retain an adequate number of hugh quality faculty
Whule reviewing past reports presented to the Legs-
lature as justifieation for salarv increase recommen-
dations by the Coerdinating Council for Higher Edu.
cation, the Umivermaty of California and the Cabforma
State Colleges, it became apparent that the first step
In trying to improve faenlty salaries and other bene-
fits 18 to furnish the Legslature with comprehensive
and consistent data which identify the nature and
level of competitive benefits. The costs associated with
recommendations, rated according to pmorty, shonld
be mnecluded 1n proposals by the segments i order to
ad the Legslature in determiming how mueh to ap-
propriate and the benefits which an appropniation
will buy

There has existed in the past a differsnee between
wiat the mstitutions have recommended es the need
for salary and benefit inereases and what has finally
been sppropriated by the Legislature. There are two
prinerpal reasons for this differenes whieh at times
may be closely related: (1) The Legislature may dis-
agree with what 13 proposed as to need, or (2) there
may not be enough funds to meet the need becaunse of
higher prrorities in other areas of the budget,

These needs are very complex and, for example,
1mnclude such factors as:

1 Dhisagreement with copelusions drawn from dats

submitted mn justification of recommendations;

2. Lack of confidence i the guantity, quality, or

type of dats;

1 Appendices deleted

3. The failure of advoeates to make points which
are concise and clearly understandable;

¢+ The submmssion of conficting data by legislative
staff or the Department of Finance,

After careful consideration, it was determuned that
a speeial report should be made to the Budget Com-
mittee contamming recommendations as to the kind of
data the Legzisiature should be formished for the pur-
pose of conmdering salary and other bepefit increases

On August 5, 1964 a letter (Appendix 2) was sent
from the Legsiative Analyst to the Coordinating
Council for Higher Edueation. the Universmity of Cali-
forma, the Califormia State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and vamnous fzculty organizations inform-
1ng them that the Jownt Legisiative Budget Commuittee
was planming to hold a public hearing in connection
with HR 250 and asinng for replies to a series of
questions designed to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits data (Appendix 3.
Copies of Replies Received). The primary purpose of
the hearing was to provide the Unrvermity of Califor-
ma. the California State Colleges and interested
groups the opportuniiy to indicate the basis on which
salary and fringe henefits shouid be reported to the
Legislature, wneludirg the kand of data to be com-
piled and who shouid compile and publish 1t (Appen-
dix 4. Copres of Prepared Testimony Filed with the
Jomnt Legslattve Budget Committee at the October
15, 1964 Hearmg). The contents of most of the pre-
pared statements discussed problems and in some
nstances recommendations relatimg to faculty salaries
and other benefits rather thap the primary purpose
of the hearing, but the testimony did serve to identify
areas of concern. The hearmg also established legs-
lative interest 1n the subjeets of faeulty workload and
sources of supplementzary income.

The review of past faculty salary reports, the re-
phes to the Legislative Anaiyst’s letter of Angust 5,
1964, the oral and prepared statements received at the
October 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legslative
Budget Commuttee and other sources have revealed
sigmificant findings and permutted the development of
recommendations concerming the type of information
and method of presentation that should be ineluded
in future faculty salary reports prepared for the
Legulature.

BACKGROUND

Current procedures for review of faculty salary
and other benefit 1ncrease proposals, starting with the
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and
Cmversity of Cabformia admimstrauve officials to
therr respeenive goverming boards, appear generally
to be adequate, with minor reservations The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the Umversity
of California generaily formulate their own proposals
m December and forward them to the State Depart-



ment of Finance for budget comsideration. Conenr-
rently the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
glso makes a report with recommendations wiuch 1s
made available to the State Department of Finance.
The Governor and the Department of Finance con-
sider these salarv inerease proposals in relation to the
avaslability of funds and thetr own analysis of faculty
salary needs and decide how much of an increase, 1f
any, to welude 1n the Governor's Budget, The Legis-
lative Analyst 1 the Anaiysws of the Budget Bill pro-
ndes analysis and recommendations as to the Gover-
nor’s budget proposal.

When approprmate legwislative committees hear the
budget request for faculty salary mncreases they may
be confronted with several recommendations from
various sources Their first responsibuity 19 to con-
sider the Governor’s recommendations 1n the Budget
Bill. However, the Umversity and the Califorma
State Colleges generally request the opportumty to
present their own recommendations, which frequently
differ from the Govermor’s proposal. Also, the Co-
ordinating Couned for Higher Education presents its
recommendations. Various faculty organizations may
desire to make independent proposals. The Legulature
hes been cooperative 1o providing all interested parties
the opportumity to present their views, but these
presentations have been marked by extreme variations
1o recommendations and in the data whuch support
the reqnests.

WHO SHOULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

There appears to be some differsnce of opimon
concerming the purpose of faculty salary reports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordinating Coun-
@l for Higher Educanion. The Univernty of California
and the Califorma State Colleges contend that they
should maks direct recommendations to the Governor
and the Leglature and that Coordinating Council
recommendations sbould be regarded as independent
somments. Conversely, the Department of Finance
and the Coordinating Coaqneil for Higher Education
believe that salary reports and recommendations of
the Coordinating Counerl should be the primary re-
port submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Govarnor to consider 1n preparing budget recommen-
dations The Department of Pinance states that such
a report should be regarded as amular mn status to the
annual salary report relanng to civil service salaries
prepared by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legqulature. It 13 our opuuon that the
Leqsiature shouid give specific and primary consid-
eraon to the recommendations in the Govermor’'s
Budget and to the annual faculty salary report of
the Coordinating Couneil for Higher Education. How-
ever, any separate recommendations of the University
of Califormia and the Califorma State Colleges shonld
also be considered.

WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not beheve that reporting requred of the
Umversity, the Califormia State Colleges, and the
Coordinating Couneil for Higher Edueation should
limit the right of these agencies to emphasize specifie
ponts 1n supporting their own recommendations.
However, the Legislature should take steps to estab-
Lish a consistent basis upon which 1t will receive com-
prehensive nformation about facuity salares, other
benefits, and related -ubjects from year to year. After
careful consideration of the statwstical and other
grounds presented wn sapport of salary and other
benefit increass proposals wn the past, we recommend
that basie data be included 1n faculty salary reports
to the Legisiature 1 a consistent form 1n the follow-
ng areas.
. Faculty Data
Salary Data
Frings Benefits
Total Compensation
Special Privileges and Beneflia
Supplementary Income

e D QW

Sinee 1t is necessary for staf of the executive and
legsiative branches of government to 2nalyze recom-
mendations prior to the commencement of a leqslative
session, all reports and recommendations should be
completed by December 1 of each year.

A, Fogulry Daa

1. Findings

a. Informanve data about the mize, composition,
retention, and reermtment of Califorma
Stata College faculty has been presented to
the Legislature from time to time, but usa-
ally 1t has been so selective that it lacks
objeetiity and has been nconmstent from
vegr to year

b. Superior faculty performance has not been
demonstrated as a reason to jumatrfy past re-
quests for superior sajaries.

2. Recommendations

The following data should be compiled and pre-
sented annnally on a conmstent basis. Defimi-
tiong of what constitutes faculty are left to the
diseretion of the Umversity and the state col-
legres but should be clearly defined 1n any report.
Additional data may be included 1 any given
year to emphasize spemal problems, but such
data should supplement not replace the baswc
mformation recommended below, Graphs should
be used when practieal, accompamed by sup-
porting tables 1 an appendix. Recommended
faculty data inciudes:



a. The number of fzenity, by rank and the -
crease over the previons five years to reflect
institutional growth

t Current faeuityr composifion expressed In
meamngful terms, weluding but not lumited
to the percenmtage of the faculty who have
PhD's

¢ Stodent-feculty ratios as a means of express-
g performance

d. Data relatng to all new full-tme feculty for
the current academme year inciuding the num-
ber ured, source of employment, theirr rank
e0d hghest degree held. Exicthmg vacancies
should alse be noted. Pertinent historeal
tyends m these data should be smalyzed. We
do not believe that subjective and incomplete
dats estimating reasone for turnming down
offers, such as has been presented in the past.
serves any useful purpose.

e Faculty tornover rates comparing the num-
ber of separations to total facniry according
to the following suggested categories, death
or remrement. to research or graduate work,
intra-institational transfers. other college or
University teaching, bustness and govern-
ment, other

Comments

The first three recormmendations above are de-

mgned to refiect faculty size, composition, rate

of growth, and workload. The inclumion of con-
mstent data from year to year will famlitate
trend analvers as it relates to the mstitutions
involved and, when possible, to comparable in-
stitations. The purpose of melnding data om
new faculty and faculty turnover 1 to provide
a quantitative base for discussions of problems
relating to faculty recruitment and retention. It
may also be beneficial to include some bame
gtatisties about the available supply of faculty
to gee what proportion of the market, new PhD’s
for example, California institutions hire every
FoRr

B. Salary Dats
1 Findings

& The Unrvermty for several years has ex-
changed enlary dats to provide a consstent
comparison witk a special group of five ‘“em-
ment’’ unrversities. as well as with & group
of mine public umiversities Converselv, the
Calhformia State Colleges have not yet estab-
lished & hst of comparable institutions which
1s gcceptable to them.

b Both the TUmiversity of California and the
Coordingung Council for Hipher Education
mamntain that salary eomparisons to 8ppro-
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priate mstitotions 1s the best smmgle method
of determining salary needs

¢ The Umiversity of Cahforme places less mg-
mficance on salarv compamsons with non-
academue emplovment than the Coordinating
Couneil on Higher Education and the Cal-
forma State Colleges

d. Salary wereases have been proposed on the
basis of differentials between total compenss-
tion (salames plus frmge benefits) m com-
parable mstitutions

e Both the Tmivermty and the Calbforma State
Colieges have tended to relate the mre of
proposed salary increases to how mueh of an
inerease wonld be necessary to return to &
specific competitive position whieh exsted
1957-58 and whick was unusually advan-
tageous

{ Salary comparsons have frequently been
made to vamous levels of teaching mcluding
elementary, hgh school, and jumior college
salaries.

g Methods of salarv comparisons w1th other
msttotions have vamed from year to ¥ear i
reports prepared by the state colleges

2, Recommendabons

2 'We recommend that proposed faculty salary
mereases distingmsh between (1) wnereases
necessary to mamtain the current eompet-
five position and (2) inereases to umprove
the eurrent competitive pogition.

{1) Proposed inereases to maintain the exist-
1ng competitive pomtion should be equav-
alent to a projection of the mverage
galary relatzonship between the Umver-
sity, or state colleges, and comparable
mstitutions dormg the current fiscal
vear to the next fiseal year We recom-
mend that this projection be based on &
projection of actual salary incresses by
rank m comparshle wnsututions dunng
the past five vears, permitting statistical
adjustments for nnmsnal crcumstances
Thus the proposed increase to mamntain
the ensting compehtive position would,
m effect. be equal to the average of an.
nuzl salery mcreases 1n  eomparable
institutions durnng the past five years A
record of the accuraer of projecuons
should be maintained m an appendix

(2) Recommendations to mprove the cur-
rent compentive pomtions should be re-
jated to the additional advanteges to be
dermved.

b It 1s also recommended that the Calhformua
State College Trustees select a lList of com-



parable nstitutions within the next year and

that agreements be negotiated to exchange

salary data 1n a form which will facilitate
comparsons. A list of the eriteria used to
select comparable nstitutions, plus charae-
teristics of the insttutions selected. should
be pelunded 1n next year’'s repart.

¢, Specific proposals for salary increases shouid
be accompanied by comparisons of curreat
salary amounts and historie trends to com-
parable institutions. The following general
prineiples are consmdered to be important

(1) Salary data should be separated from
fringe benefit and special benefit data
for purposes of reporting salary com-
parisons.

(2) A consistent form should be used from
year to year to present salary data. A
suggested form mught be to lustrate a
five.vear histore trend 1z average sal-
artes by using a line graph for each
rank. An altermative mught be a table
which sumply shows where California
ranked among comparable imstitutions
during the past five yesrs,

The current salary pomtion mught best
be dlustrated by showmng a list of aver-
age salaries of the Califorma nstifutions
and the other comparable mstitutions
from the highest to the lowest average,
by rank, for the last actnal and current
years. Thus will show the relative pos-
tion of the Califorma mnsttuuon for the
last acetual and current years, as well as
the range of averages, Frequency distri-
butions of faculty by rank or proiessor
should be mcorporated 1n an appendix
and any significant lLmitations n the
use of averages hetween those parnenlar
mstitutions m 2 given year should be
noted. For example, an nnunsnal propoer-
tion of faculty in the high ranus or the
low ranks would affect the comparability
of the arithmatic means.

(3) Special data to illustrate a particular
problem 1n any given year would be
appropriate as long as 1t supplements,
rather than replaces, basic salary data

d. Finally, 1t 15 recommended that salary data
be reported o a form by rank which compen-
sates for differsnces in facuity distributions.

C. Fringe Benefits
1. Findings

a. The defimtion of fringe benefits generally
ineludes benefits avadable to ail faculty that
have a dollar cost to the employer Benefits

and services m land are conmdered to be
fringe benefits only if a cash payment option
13 avaitlable Retirement and health insur-
ance, by dJefimtion, are the only two pro-
grams considered as fringe benedts by the
Tnrversity of California and the Califormia
State Colleges

b Compansons of fringe benefits. ~vhen com-
pamsons have been made at all, have gener-
ally been umted to the dollar contribution
by the employer and have not inciuded any
analysis of the quality of the benefits to the
employee.

Recommendations

a. It is recommended that fringe beneft com-
parisons of type of benmefit be included in
faculty salary reports, but compared sepa-
rately from salaries. Such comparisons should
melude an analvsis of the quality of the
benefits as weil as the dollar cost to the
employer

b. Proposals to neresse specific frnge henefits
shonid be made separately from salaries, in-
clading separate cost estimates.

. Comments

Separate proposals for increases mn salaries and
fringe benefits should be made to minimize mis-
understanding about competttive positions, For
example, nformation submitted to the 1963
Legisiatnre by the University of California,
support of a proposed salary inerease for 1963-
64, compared total compensation data (salaries
plus fringe benefits) rather than salaries alone.
This report stated 1n part ‘‘In comparng sai-
ares, fringe benefits must be taken nto ae-
count. Salary comparisons between the Tmver.
aity and other wmnstitutions based on salary slone
laok far more favorable than comparisona of
salaries plus benefits.’’ The least favorable com-
parison was with fringe benefits, not salares,
thus the report recommended a salary ineresse
largely on the bams of a differemce i fringe
henefits. Although it 19 felt that comparisons of
total compensation are appropriate inclusions 1
a faculty salary report, such data should only
be m addition to rather than in plaea of sepa-
rate analyues of the current competitive position
1n salarzes and fringe benefits.

D Total Campensanen
1 Fiodings

a. Total compensation data consists of average
salartes plus a dollar amount representing
the employer's cost of fringe benedts.

b. The Coordimating Coumeil for Higher Edn-
cationm, the Umversity of Califorma and the
Califorma State Colleges have m the past all



used total compensation data prepared and
pubhshed by the American Assomation of
Umvermity Professors 1n their respective
faculty salery reports.
2 Recommendations
We recommend that total compensation data, as
reported by the American Assoeration of Tm-
versity Professors, be meluded wn faculty salary
reports as a supplement to separate salary and
fringe benefit information

E. Speciai Pnvileges and Benefits
1 Findings
There are other faculty privileges and economic
benefits which are not clasmfled as fringe beme-
fits because they may not be available to all
faculty or fit the defimition of a fringe benefit
in some other respeet. Examples at the Univer-
sity of Califorma imelude up to oue-half the
cost of moving expenses, vacations for 11-month
appointees, the warving of nonremdent tuition
for faenlty einidren, sabbatical leaves with pay,
and other special and sick leaves with or with-
out pay,
. Recommendations

It 15 recommended that a st of special pniw-
leges and benefits be defined and sumiaries of
related policies be mclnded n a special section
m fumre facnity salary reports so that the
Legislature will be aware of what these privi-
leges and benefits include.

3. Comments

The expansion or estezblishment of some of these
special privileges and benefits could improve
recruiting success more than the expenditure of
comparable amounts mn salarles. For example,
moving expenses are not currently offered by
the state colleges but some allowance mught
make the diference of whether a youne candi-
date from the East eould aceept an appoint-
ment. If this tvpe of benefit 15 proposed, 1t must
mneinde adequate controls.
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F. Supplementary income
1 Findings
a The muitiple lovalties ersated by permitting
facnlty to supplement their salares by earn-
1ng extra income from varrous sources within
and outmde hus eollege or University is rec-
ogmzed as 3 problem common to mstitutions
of hgher eduestion throughout the United
States.
b. There apparently are proporticnately more
private consalting opportumties i Califor-

ma than o other areas of the nation. For
example, 51 percent of the federal research
defense contracts were concentrated in Cab-
forma dumng 1963-64

¢ The Umversity of Califerma has genersl poi-
tctes designed to 1nsare that outside actimnes
do not imterfere with Umversity responsibihi-
ties If outnde setyvities interfere with Tm-
versity responsibilities, the faculty member
generally mnst take a leave of ebsence with-
out pay until such outside activities are com-
pleted. These and other related Umvermity
policies were praised i a 1956 Carnegle-
financed study titled TUmweranty Facully
Compensaton Policsss and Prachces.

d The Coordinatine Counaml for EHigher Eda-
cation submutted execerpts from netnonwide
studies relating to the magmitnde of ontmde
activities. We have no way of determuming
how the dats may relate to Califorma, but if
the figures are reasonsble, then it appears
that probably a large percentage of facnlty
have at least ome source of extra mcome
Sources of 1ncome were reported are follows

Pareent of faoulty
sarnmy addvhonal
Source MOOmE From source
Lactoring 1%
General Wrntilf ceeeceeaaea- 28
Summer and extension teaching 25
Government conaulang 1s
Testbook writing 18
Private consuiflng o0 Iy
Public service and foundation eonsulting. ... 9
Other profeasmional actimities 13

Saurer COmiormty Foeulty Compensanon Policies and Progtices
tn the T, S, Association of American Universities, Un!verlltr
of Ill.tnms Press, Urbana. 1358

e The United State Office of Educeation has
just completed a patiwwnwide sample survev
of outside esrmmngs of college faculty for
1961-62. Although data has not been pub-
lished vet, special permussion has been re-
cerved to report the following results which
are gnoted from a letter sent to the Lems-
lative Anelvst on December 8, 1964 from tne
staff of the Califorma State College Trustees

OQUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9=10 MONTHS)
The T S Office of Education has just completed a
nationwide survey of outside earmipgs bv a sampling
of all college faculty nationwde for 196162 The re.

snits are as follows



Averupe
Perccnt edrnsngs
A} with outside earnings T4 $2.200
summer teaching 43 1.300
Other gummer employment, 1 1,800
Other tenching — - 13 500
Rovalties __ e & 1200
Speeches - — 1 200
Consultant fres - 1 1,400
Retirement (:ndividuals wlbo bave retired who
teach slzewhere after reritl®) —meee— oo 1 3 400
Regearch — 1,800
Other profesmional EOFDINEE e v 1.300
& 1,700

Non-professionz| eArnIDES .o

The Iughest aversge earnings by teaching feld and
the percentage with outside earnings are

Average
Pearcent carmngs
Law (which we do 0ot have) e e 8 $5.200
Engineering 83 3.200
Busness and Commerce 78 2,900
Pbrmcal Sciences 30 2,900
Agnieniture 1 B0
Paychology -] 2,7

In hght of the Joint Commuttee discussion you might
be wterested 1n the following

Avercge

Percent scrmwngs

Sewaunl Scliences T4 $1,900
Fine Arte It 1,800
Philosophy T4 1,500
1.200

Religion 20d TheologT cev - -mmcmmmmemtmm—e= 19

2 Recommendations
a We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-
il for Higher Education, the University of
Calforma and the Cahiforma State Colleges
ecooperate 1n determining the extent to which
racuity members participate 1n extra achivi-
ties to supplement their mne-month salaries
1zeluding nformation as to when extra ac-
trvinies are usually performed (such as vaca.
sons ete ) Suach aetivities would imeiude
but not be limated to, lecturing, general writ-
g, simmer and extension teacung, govern-
ment eonsultinz textbook wrniting, pmvate
comsnlting, publie serviece and foundation
consulting. and other professional activities.
If such a study snggests that the magmtude
of these activities 15 suech that the perform-
anee of normal Tmversity and state college
responsibthiies are perhaps beiiz adversely
afected. then conmsideration should be given
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to the possibility of mamtainmg more com-
plete and meamngtul records, Such reeords
would aid admunistrative offictals and aca-
demic senates when reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotions and salary iDcreases
and prowile summarv data for reporfing to
the Lemslature on these signifieant faculty
woltare items Next vear's facultr salary re-
port of the Coordmating Counel for Higher
Education should i1ncorporate the results of
this studv

b We also recommend that emsting state col-
lege policies and enforcement practices re-
garding estra employment be reviewed and
updated

¢ Fmally, 1t 18 recommended that faculty sal-
ary reports keep the Legslature mnformed
about policies and practices relating to extra
employment

Comments
In our opimon, tt would seem that any extra
emplovment would affect the quabcr of per-
formance of Unrversity responmbihifies sinee
facnlty survevs indieate that the average fae-
ulty workweek 15 54 hours The time spent on
aetivities for extra compemsaton {exeept dur-
ing the summer) would be on top of what the
faeuitr has defined as their average workweek
Because, mn some Instances, 1t 18 diffienlt to de-
termine whether a grven nicome-producing ae-
tivicr, such as wnting a book. is considered &
normal University responsibthity or an extra
acrivity, distinetions between zormal and extra
actimities need to be more clearly defined
Much of the outside compensation recerved
by facultv comes 1n the form of grants made
directlc to the faeunlty member rather than
throurh the Universitv or colleces There 15 no
regular reporting of these grants or the per-
sonal compensation which they prowide to fae-
ulty, and the colleges and University do not
consider the reporting of such ineome to be
feasible It mav be desirable to encourage the
Congress to direct that greater number of
grants made by United States agencies for re-
searsh be made directl™ to academie 1mstitu-
tions,



APPENDIX C

Methodology Employed by the California Postsecondary
Education Commission for Preparation of the Annual
Reports on University of California and California
State University and Colleges Faculty Salaries and

Cost of Fringe Benefits



WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

Californmia Postsecondary
Education Commission

June 13, 1977

Resolution 17-77

Concerning the Methodology Employed for the

California Postsecondary Education Commission's

Annual Reports on
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits

The University of California and the California State
University and Colleges have expressad reservations with
the methodology used for the California Postsecondary
Education Commission's racent reports om faculty sala-
ries and fringe benefits, particularly with respect to
the computations for fringe benefits, and

Commission staff coovened a technical advisory committee
consisting of representatives of the sagments, the De~
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative
Analyst to advise on possible revisions of the existing
methodology, and

The committee met on five cccasions to thoroughly review
and discuss the methodology for the reports on faculty
salaries and fringe benefits, not only with respect to
the computations for fringe benefits, but also regarding
all other aspects of the methodology, and

Based on the advice of the committee, a revised meth-
odelogy has been developed by Commission staff; now
therefore, be it

That the California Postsecondary Educaticn Commission
adopt the attached document entitled, Revised Methodology
for the Preparation of the Annual Report on University of
California and California State University v and Colleges
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefics, 1978-79, which by
reference becomes a part of this resolution, and be it
further

That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the
Governor, the Legislature, the Department of Finance, the
Office of the Legislative Analyst, the Regents of the
University of California and the Trustees of the Cali-
fornia State Unmiversity and Colleges.



California Postsecoundary
Education Commission

June 13, 1977

REVISED METHODOLOGY FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE ANNUAL REPORT QN
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FACULTY SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFITS, 18978-79

INTRODUCTION

The methodology to be employed for the 1978-79 report contains a
number of substantive modifications from that adopted by the Commis-
sion in September, 1974 and used for the annual reports for 1975-76,
1976-77, and 1977-78.

In developing this new methodology, both the University of California
and the California State University and Colleges conferred with a
aumber of groups and individuals, including representatives of fac-
ulty organizations. Subsequently, each segment submitted proposals
for changes in the existing methodology. These proposals were then
considered by a technical advisory committee established by the
Commission consisting not only of Commission staff and segmental
representatives, but also of representatives of the Department of
Finance and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.

In the past year, ome aspect of the annual report om faculty salaries
and fringe benefits was heavily criticized; namely, the treatment of
the comparison of fringe benefits. This criticism centered on two
major points. The first related to the recent practice of treating
the cost of fringe benefits and the salary adjustments required to
achleve parity as additive to produce a figure for "Total Equivalent
Compensation” (TEC). This practice will be discontinued in subse-
quent years. The second criticism stemmed from the fact that the
compariscn method was limited to the employer cost of benefits (ex-
pressed as a percentage of payroll). Since there is, at best, only
an indirect relationship between the value of fringe benefits to the
employee and the cost of those benefits teo the employer, the use of
fringe benefit comparisons with other institutions can often be seri-
ously misleading.

Although the basic difficulties with fringe benefit comparisons were
noted in the report for the 1977-78 fiscal year, it is proposed that
a much more definitive disclaimer be included in the text for the
1978-79 report. Clearly, a benefit package of given cost may be very
different from another bemefit package of the same cost when the two
are defined and administered differently. By way of illustratiom,

if the employer adds to a pension fund to improve its actuarial in-
tegrity, it increases the cost of the benefit package but does not
result in any new or additional benefits.

The Commission will continue to show the results of the comparison
survey regarding the cost of fringe benefits but w1ll display it
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separately from the salary data and will include a sufficiently de-
tailed explanation of the issues so as to avoid misunderstanding or
inappropriate use of the figures.

The second major change is the elimination of the "Cost of Living
Adjustment for Salaries." For the past three years, an adjustment
has been made in the projected salaries of the comparisom institu-
tions to account for changes in the rate of inflation. This adjust-
ment has been widely misunderstood. It 1s not an escalator clause
of the kind frequently found in collective bargaining agreements; it
is an index only of changes in the rate of inflation and not a mea-
sure of inflation itself.

The other changes are essentially technical in nature. To date, all
ranks average salary and fringe benefit projections have been made

on the basis of prior year (for the preliminary report) and current
year (for the final report) segmental staffing patterns. Since these
elements of compensation are implemented in the budget year, it is
desirable to establish a staffing pattern for that year. This will
be done by the University of Califormia for the 1978-79 report and

by the Califormia State University and Colleges beginning in 1979-80.

The final change will affect only the computation of fringe benefits
for the California State University and Colleges. That system pre-
viously based its fringe benefit projections on the assumption that
no salary increase would be granted. Because an increase 1n salary
automatically increases applicable fringe benefits, a degree of dis-
tortion occurs. The University of California uses a system whereby
a salary lncrease is computed first, the automatic increases in
fringe benefits resulting from that increase accounted for, and the
fringe benefits calculated after this accounting. The Commission
believes the latter approach to be more reasonable and has there-
fore adopted it for both segments.

METHODOLOGY

The procedures to be employed for the 1978-79 budget year and 1n
subsequent years are as follows:

A. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS

Two reports will be prepared each year. The first report, based on
preliminary data, will be submitted to the Department of Finance In
November. The final report, based on the most current data, will be
submitted to the Legilslative Budget Committee in spril. 1In order to
meet these submission dates, the University of California and the
California State University and Colleges will forward data on com-—
parison institutions and segmental faculty salaries to Commission
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staff by mid-October for the preliminary report and by late February
for the final report.

B. PRINCIPLE OF PARITY

The report will indicate what adjustments would be needed for the
forthcoming year for salaries and costs of fringe bemefits for Uni-
versity of California and Califormia Scate University aund Colleges'
faculty to achieve and maintain rank-by-rank parity with such sala-
ries and costs of fringe benefits provided faculty in appropriate
comparison imstitutions. A separate list of comparison institutions
will be used by each of the Californmia segments of higher education.
The report will separate calculations and displays of data related
to percentage increases required for parity in salaries from those
related to fringe benefit costs.

C. COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS!
Compariscn institutions for the University of Califormia will be:

Cornell University

Harvard Universicy

Stanford University

State University of New York at Buffale
University of Illinois

University of Michigan at Ann Arbor
University of Wiscomsin at Madison
Yale Universitcy

Comparison institutions for the Califormia State University and Col-
lages will be:

East
State University of New York at Albany
State University of New York College at Buffalo
Syracuse University
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

West
Oniversity of Southern California
University of Hawaii
University of Nevada
University of Oregon
Portland State University

1. If any institution is omitted for any reascm, a replacement will
be selected based upon the established criteria by Commission
staff 1n mutual consultation with the segments, the Department of
Finance, and the Legislative Analyst. The Attachment indicates
the criteria for selection of the comparison institutions.
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Other
University of Colcrade
Illinois State University
Northern Illinois University
Southern Illinois University
Indiana State University
Iowa State University
Wayne State University
Western Michigan University
Bowling Green State University
Miam{ University (Ohio)
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee

D. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED

The faculties to be included in the comparisons are those with full-
time appointments at the ranks of professor, associate professor,
assistant professor, and instructor, employed on nine and eleven
month (prorated) appointments, (both regular and irregular ranks as
appropriate), with the exception of faculties in the health sciences,
summer sessions, extension programs and laboratory schools, provided
that these facultles are covered by salary scales or schedules other
than that of the regular faculty. At the rank of imstructor, full-
time equivalent faculty are used because of the preponderance of
part—-time appointments at this rank.

The faculty members to be included are those assigned to instruction
(regardless of the assignments for research or other university pur-
poses), department chairmen (if not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave.

E. COMPUTATICON OF AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For each academic rank within the California State University and
Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual salary dollars for the
combined group is divided by the number of faculty within the rank
to derive average salarles by rank for their comparison institutions
as a whole. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in a
similar manner.

For the University of California's comparisen groups, the average
salary by rank is obtained for each comparison imstitution. The
single average salary (for each rank) for the comparison group is
then caleculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari-
son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby giving equal weight
to each imstitution regardless of the number of faculty. The same
procedure should be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits.
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F. TFIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT GROWTH

For the preliminary report, a five-year compound rate of change in
salaries and fringe benefits at each rank at the comparison insti-
tutions will be computed on the basis of actual salary and fringe
benefit data of the preceding year and of the prior five years.

In obtaining compound rates of change at the comparison institutionms,
each segment will compute the average salary and fringe benefit costs
by rank for their respective comparison institution groups as spec-
ified in Section E above. Each will then calculate the annual com-
pound growth rate changes in average salaries and fringe benefit
costs for each rank (over the five-~year period) at their respective
comparision institutioms. These rates of change will then be used

to project average salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that
rank forward for two years to the budget year.

The same procedure will be used in producing the final report, ex-
cept that the base year for the comparison lnstitutions will be
moved forward one year, permitting the use of a one-year projection
rather than the two=-year projection necessary in the preliminary
report. The California segments will use actual current salary and
fringe benefit data as reported by the comparison institutioms
rather than budgeted figures.

G. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe bemefit costs projected
for the budget year will be calculated for each segment, using the
average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the budget
year for the comparison groups and the staffing pattern in the appro-
priate Califormia segment. The California State University and Col-
leges will use the current year staffing pattern while the University
of California will use a staffing pattern projected for the budget
year. These all-ranks average salary and fringe benefit amounts for
the budget year constitute the salaries and fringe benefits to be
provided to the corresponding California segment for that segment to
achieve parity, rank-by-rank, with its comparison group. The average
all-ranks salaries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget
year for each Californiz segment will then be compared with the cur-
rent all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefits for that segment
to determine the percentage ilncrease required by the segment to
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 report, the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1/10th of
a percentage point) to account for merit increases, promotions, and
faculty turnover. This adjustment will not be necessary for the
University of Califormia since the projection of the staffing pattern
into the budget year will account for these adjustments autcmatically.
In subsequent years, the California State University and Colleges
will use the same procedure as the University of Californis.
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H. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The Commission will prepare supplementary tables containing five
years of trend data, with the data for the most recent year supplied
by the segments.

1. Number of full-time faculty by ramk;

2. Number and percent of new and continuing full-time faculty with
the doctorate by rank;

3. Number and percent of full-time faculty with tenure or security
of appointment by rank;

4. Separations of full-time faculty with tenure or security of
appointment by rank;

5. Destination of faculty who resign, by rank (indicating the name
of the institution for those faculty remaining in higher educa-
tion);

6. Sources of recruitment by rank;

7. TFaculty promotional patterns.
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ATTACHMENT

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

The followlng criteria will be used to select comparison institutioms
for the University of Califormia:

1. Each institution should be an eminent major university offering
a broad spectrum of undergraduate, graduate (Masters and Ph.D.},
and professional instruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

2. Each institution should be one with which the University is in
significant and continuing competition in the recruitment and
retention of faculty.

3. Each institution should be one from which it is possible to col~
lect salary data on a timely, voluntary and regular basis. (Not
all institutions are willing to provide their salary data, es-
pecially in the detail required for comparison purposes.)

4. The comparison group should be composed of both public and pri-
vate institutions.

In selecting these institutions, stability over time in the compari-
son institutions group is important to emable the development of
faculty salary market perspective, time serious analysis, and the
contacts necessary for gathering required data.

The following criteria will be used for selection of comparison insti-—
tutions for the California State University and Colleges. The insti-
tutions selected according to these criteria are those which have
approximately the same functions with regard to undergraduate and
graduate instruction, and with which the Califionia State Universaty
and Colleges compete for faculty.

1. General Comparability of Institutions

The expectations of faculty at the comparison institutions
should be relatively similar to those prevailing at the
California State University and Colleges. Consequently,
the comparison institutions should be large institutions
that offer both undergraduate and graduate imstructiom.
Excluded from consideration under this criterion were:

a. Institutions with less than 300 faculty members;
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b. The 20 institutions that awarded the greatest num-
ber of doctoral degrees during the ten~year peried,
1959-60 through 1968-69. (These 20 institutions
awarded nearly half of all doctoral degrees awarded
in the U.S. during this period};

C. Community Colleges and colleges without graduate
programs;

d. Institutions staffed with religicus faculty.
Comparability of States' Ability to Support Higher Educatiom

The basis of financial support available to the compariscn
institutions should be relatively similar to that of Cali-
fornia. Excluded from consideration were:

a. Institutions in states where the per capita income
in 1970 was more than ten percent beleow the U.S,
average. (California's per capita income was
approximately 14 percent above the U.S. average.)
The criterion was applied to both public and pri-
vate institutions;

b. Institutions in New York City and Washington, D.C.,
because of the high cost of living and the much
higher than average incomes in these citles.

Competition for Faculty

Institutions on the comparison list preferably should be
institutions from which California State University and
Colleges' faculty are recrulted or vice versa.

Similarity of Functions

The comparison group should include institutions that are
among the largest institutions with graduate programs but
which do not gramt, or grant very few, doctoral degrees.l
(Nine CSUC campuses are among the 20 largest such institu-
tions in the country.)

Fringe Benefits

The comparison institutioms should provide fringe benefits,
including a retirement program, that vests in the faculty
member within five years. This criterion was applied by
generally excluding from comsideration institutions with
nonvesting retirement prograns.

Category IIA i1n the AAUP report.
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University of California Comparison Institutions

The comparison group of institutions developed for the
Califormia State University and Colleges should not in-
clude institutions used by the University of California
in determining its faculty compensation.

Acceptance as Comparison Institution

The comparison institutions preferably should be insti-
tutions that have been accepted previously for the pur-
pose of comparing faculty salaries in the California
State University and Colleges.

Senior or Tenured Faculty
The comparison group of institutions should have a
faculty mix ratic in their upper two ranks that is

similar to the ratioc of faculty in the upper two ranks
of the California State University and Colleges.
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APPENDIX D

University of California and California State
University and Colleges Comparison Institutions

1966-67 - 1980-81



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
AND COLLEGES COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS, 1966-67 - 1979-80

1966-67
University of Califormnia:

Columbia University
Harvard University
Princeton University
University of Michigan
Yale University

California State Colleges:

Bowling Green State University
Brooklyn College

Carleton College

Colorado State University
Occidental College

Pomona College

Purdue University

Rutgers State University
Southern Illinois University
Wesleyan University

1967-68
University of California:

Columbia University
Cornell University
Harvard University
Princeton University
Universaity of Illinois
University of Michigan
University of Wisconsin
Yale University

California State Colleges:

Bowling Green State University
Brandeis University

Brooklyn College

Iowa State University
Occidental College

Pomona College

Purdue University

Rutgers State University
Southern Illincis University
University of Oregon
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1968-69
University of California:

Cornell University

Harvard University

Stanford University

State University of New York (Buffalo)
University of Illinois

University of Michigan

University of Wisconsin

Yale Universicy

California State Colleges:

Bowling Green State Unilversity
Brandedls Unaiversity

Brooklyn College

Brown University

Iowa State University

Michigan State University
Northwestern University

Pennsylvania State University

Purdue University

Rutgers State University

Southern Illinois University

State University of New York (Albany)
University of Colorado

University of Kentucky

University of Massachusetts (Amherst)
University of Oregon

Wayne State Unaversity

University of Minnesota

1969-70

University of Califormia:
(No Change)

California State Colleges:

{No Change)



1970-71
University of Califormia:

Browm Unaversity

Columbia University
Cornell University
Harvard University
Princeton University
Michigan State University
Northwestern Universicy
Ohio State University
Purdue University
University of Chicago
University of Indiana
University of Illinois
University of Iowa
University of Michaigan
University of Minnesota
University of Pennsylvania
University of Wisconsin
Yale Universicy

Stanford University

California State Colleges:
The Major Public University in Each State (50 Institutions)

University of Alabama
University of Alaska
University of Arizona
University of Arkansas
University of Califormia
University of Colorado
University of Connecticut
University of Delaware
University of Florida
University of Georgia
University of Hawaia
University of Idaho
University of Illinois
Indiana University
University of Iowa
University of Kansas
University of Kentucky
Louisiana State University
University of Maine
University of Maryland
University of Massachusects
University of Michigan



University of Minnesota
University of Mississippi
University of Missouri
University of Montana
University of Nebraska
University of Nevada
University of New Hampshire
University of New Mexico
Rutgers State University (New Jersey)
State University of New York {(Buffalo)
University of North Carolina
University of North Dakota
Ohio State University
University of Oklahoma
University of Oregon
Pennsylvania State University
University of Rhode Island
University of South Carolina
University of South Dakota
University of Tennessee
University of Texas
University of Utah

University of Vermont
University of Virginia
University of Washington
West Virginia University
University of Wisconsin
University of Wyoming

Other Public Institutions Which Meet the Definition of a
Univerasity (20 Institutions)

Auburn University

Arizona State Unaversity
Colorado State University
Florida State University
Purdue University

Iowa State University

Kansas State University
Michigan State University
Wayne State University
Mississippi State University
New Mexico State University
North Dakota State University
University of Cincinnati
Oklahoma State University
Oregon State University
Texas A & M University
Texas Technological College
University of Houston

Utah State University
Washington State University
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Private Institutions Which Meet the Definition of a
University (32 Institutions)

Stanford University

Unaiversity of Southern California
Yale University

George Washington University
Illinois Institute of Technology
Northwestern University
University of Chicago

Tulane University

Johns Hopkins University

Boston University

Brandeis University

Clark University

Harvard University

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Tufts University

Washington Unaversity (St. Louis)
Princeton University

Columbia University

Columbia Teachers College
Cornell University

New York University

Syracuse University

University of Rochester

Duke University

Case Western Reserve

Lehigh University

Temple University

University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh

Brown University

Vanderbilt University

Rice University

1971-72
Unaiversity of California:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

{(No Change)



1972-73
University of California:

(Same List as Used in 1968-69)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1973-74
University of Califormia:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

Bowling Green State University

Illinois State University

Indiana State University

Iowa State University

Miami University (Ohio)

Northern Illinois University

Portland State University

Southern Illinois University

State University of New York {(Albany)

State University of New York (Buffalo College of Arts and Sciences)
Syracuse University

University of Colorado

University of Hawaii

University of Nevada

University of Oregon

University of Southern California

University of Wisconsin (Milwaukee)

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Wayne State University

Western Michigan University

1974-75
University of Califormia:
{No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)



1975-76
University of California:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1976-77
University of California:
(Mo Change)
California State University and Colleges:

{(No Change)

1977-78
University of Califormia:
{No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(Mo Change)

1978-79
University of California:
{No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

{No Change)

1979-80
University of California:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)



1980-81
University of California:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

{No Change)
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APPENDIX F

California State University and Colleges
Salaries and Cost of Fringe Benefits, 1980-81
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APPENDIX G

Relative Increases 1n University of California and
California State University and Coilleges Faculty
Salaries, Comparison Institutions Faculty Salaries,
and the Consumer Price Index, 1972-73 Through
1980-81 with Projections to 1982-83
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APPENDIX H

Report on Medical School Clinical Compensation Plans
and Clinical Faculty Salaries

University of California and Comparison Instituticns



. BERKELEY * DAVIS * IRVINE * LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE - SAN DIEGO * SAN FORANCISCO

O'Ff'iCE Of the V'iCE PI“ES'Ident-- BER!CELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720
Academic and Staff Personnel Relations

February 19, 1980

Mr. Patrick M. Callan, Director

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Callan:

I am pleased to supply three tables pursuant to our responsibility to

provide the Commission with data on Medical School Ciinical Compensation.
There were no exceptions granted by the President to the uniform compensation
limitations contained in The Regents approved Medical School Clinical
Compensation Plan. If you have any questions concerning these tables, I
suggest you contact Assistant Vice President Blakely at (415) 642-2626.

Sincerely,

Archie Kleingartner
Vice President

Attachments

cc: Assistant Vice President Blakely
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August 9, 1978

Gerald Hayward

Director of Legislative and
Public Affairs

California Community Colleges

1238 S Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Jerry:

As you know, the Legislature took several actions during the cur-
rent session concerning the reporting of salary data. The first of
these emanated from the Legislative Analyst's report and requires the
Commission to include the Community Colleges in our annual reports on
University of California and California State University and Colleges
facully salaries. The second action appropriated $15,000 to the
Chancellor’s Office for the purpose of collecting salary data for the
1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action, however, did
not specify the type of information to be collected.

It 1s my understanding that you discussed this subject with Bil1
Storey and agreed that we should develop a detailed 1ist of the infor-
mation we will require for cur report. After that, I presume you will
contact us if there are any questions ar ambiguities.

Our questions fall into three categortes: (1) full-time faculty,
(2) part-time faculty, and (3) administrators. For each of these, we
will need the following:
Full-time faculty

1. A listing of all salary classifications (e.g., BA + 30,
MA, etc.} for each Community College district.

2. The actual salary at each step of each classification.

3. The number of faculty at each step of each classification.

4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the
number of faculty receiving them, the total salary of every

faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason for granting
the bonus.
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Office of the Vice President-- BERKELE:, CALIFORNIA 94720
Academic and Staff Personnel Relations

February 19, 1980

Mr. Patrick M. Callan, Director

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twalfth Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Callan:

1 am pleased to supply three tables pursuant to our responsibility to

provide the Commission with data on Medical School Clinical Compensation.
There were no exceptions granted by the President to the uniform compensation
Timitations contained in The Regents approved Medical School Clinical
Compensation Plan, If you have any questions concerning these tables, I
suggest you contact Assistant Vice President Blakely at (415) 642-2626.

Sincerely,

y !

N P U
Erchie Kleingartner
Vice President

Attachments

cc: Assistant Vice President Blakely
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APPENDIX I

Letter from Associate Director 0'Brien to Chancellor Hayward



August 9, 1979

Gerald Hayward

Director of Legislative and
Public Affairs

California Community Colleges

1238 S Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Jerry:

As you know, the Legislature took several actions during the cur-
rent session concerning the reporting of salary data. The first of
these emanated from the Legislative Analyst's report and requires the
Commission to include the Community Colleges in our annual reports on
University of California and California State University and Colleges
faculty salaries. The second action appropriated $15,000 to the
Chancellor's Qffice for the purpose of collecting salary data for the
1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action, however, did
not specify the type of information to be collected.

It is my understanding that you discussed this subject with B11]
Storey and agreed that we should develop a detatled 11st of the infor-
mation we will require for our report. After that, I presume you will
contact us if there are any questions ar ambiguities.

Our questions fall into three categories: (1) full-time faculty,
(2) part-time faculty, and (3) administrators. For each of these, we
will need the following:
Full-time faculty

1. A Tisting of all salary classifications (e.g., BA + 30,
MA, etc.) for each Community College district.

2. The actual salary at each step of each classification.

3. The number of faculty at each step of each classification.

4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the
number of faculty receiving them, the total salary of every

faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason for granting
the bonus.

I-1



Gerald Hayward
August 9, 1979

Page 2

The percentage increase in salary granted (1.e., the
range adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the
report.

The total number of full-time faculty in each district.
The mean salary received by those full-time faculty.

The total doilar amount paid to full-time faculty as a
group.

Part-time faculty

1

The total number of part-time faculty employed by each
district on both a headcount and full-time-equivalent
(FTE) basis.

The mean salary paid to each headcount faculty member 1in
each district.

The mean saiary paid to each FTE faculty member 1n each
district.

The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faculty in
each district.

A summary of the compensation plan for part-time faculty
members in each district.

Administrators

1.

A 11st of all administrative positions (titles) in each
district.

The salary schedule for each position.

The number of headcount and FTE employees occupying each
administrative position.

The actual salary paid to each employee in each administrative
position.

The percentage increase 1n salary granted (i.e., the range
adJjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the report.



Gerald Hayward
August 9. 1979
Page 3

A few words of explanation may be in order. The data requested
for full-time faculty is very similar to that which has been collected
by the Chancellor's Office for a number of years but which was not
coilected for 1978-79 due to Proposition 13 reductions. The only major
difference relates to the detail on bonuses which was not clearly pre-
sented in prior reports.

We are asking for data on part-time faculty because of objections
raised by Community College representatives. At the time our prelimi-
nary report on Community College salaries was presented, many Commue
nity College representatives, 1ncluding those from the Chancellor's
Qffice, complained that the data were misleading because part-time
faculty were not included. To avoid that difficulty in the future, it
1s imperative that data on these faculty be included in next year's
repert to the Legislature.

We are also asking for data on administrators because of the con-
cerns expressed by both the Legislature (on the subject of academic
administration generaily) and various Community College faculty organi-
zations. I am not sure we will publish any of the data on administrators
but we do want to be able to respond to questions should they arise.

The final item concerns the dates for receipt of the data. As you
know, we publish two salary reports each year. Since the University
and the State University report to us each year by November 1, we think
it would be appropriate to set November 1 as a reporting date (for the
1978-79 data) for the Chancellor's Office as well. For the 1979-80
data, we would Tike to have a report by March 1 so that we may include
it in our final report to the Legislature. In future years, the March 1
date should become permanent.

If you have any questions concerning any of these matters, please
Tet me know.

Sincerely

Kenneth B. 0'Brien, Jr.
Assoctiate Director

kK30B:mc
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THE UNIVERSITY CF CALIFORIIIA
QFFICE OF THE VICZ FRESIDEIT--
ACADEMIC AWD STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS
February 1980

TABLE IIT
Average UC Faculty Fringe Benefits
(Employer Contx>ibutions)

Retirement /FICA
Unemployment Insurance
Workmen's Compensation

Health Insurance -- Annuitants

Health Insurance $513.00
Life Insurance 16.20
Non-Industrial Disability Insurance “L8.00

TOTAL $877.20 plus

20.55%
0.28%
1.21%

0.63%

22.67%

[

of

of

of

salary
salary

salary

salary

salary



THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ‘l'
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT--
ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONWEL RELATIONS
February 1980

TABLE IV
Aversge Commarison Institution Salaries
Associate Assistant
Institution Professor Professor Professor
) 1979-80

A $37,528 (2) $25,755 (1) $20,028 (1)

B 30,588 (8) 22,209 () 18,669 (L)

c 36,154 (4) as5,k11 (2) 16,093 (8)

D 36,544 (3) 22,17k (8) 17,0k0 (7)

E 32,980 (6) 23,547 (3) 18,668 (5)

F 33,391 (5) 22,982 (5) 17,974 (&)

G 32,570 (7) 22,951 (6) 19,176 (3)

H 38,595 (1) 23,196 (L) 19,325 (2)
Average $3k.794 y $23,528 $18,372

197h-T5

A $25,98L (L) $17,94L (L) $13,912 (5)

B 22,816 (8) 16,655 (8) 14,153 (3)

c 28,455 (1) 19,869 (1) 14,996 (1)

D 27,82 (2} 16,854 (7) 12,481 (8)

F 25,466 (8) 18,350 (3) 14,987 (2)

F 25,607 (5) 17,765 (5) 13,706 (T)

G 23,813 (T7) 17,037 (6) 14,025 (L)

H 26,920 (3) 18,530 (2) 13,998 (4)
Avarsge $28,363 $17,876 $14,032
UOTZ: Confidential datz received from comparison institutions include 9— and ll-monta .

full-time salariss for all schools and colleges except health sciences.

J=2



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

TABLE B-1

FULL-TIME FACULTY BY RANK 1979-80 (actual'®

Rank F.T.E. Percent
Professor 2,706.91 5T%
Associate Professor 1,086.55 23%
Assistant Professor 937.34 20%
Instructor - —_—
(Total) %,730.80 100%

®Full-time faculty by rank, by budgeted F.T.E. General campus,
9- and ll-months basie appointments. Excludes the health
sciences; Schools of Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry,
Fharmacy, Public Heelth, and Veterinary Medicine.

Source: Projected Staffing for 1979-80

J-3

VP--Academic and Staff Personnel Relations
10/79 JGY



TABLE 8-2

uMBER? ANDBPERCE.‘IT OF MEW AND CONTINUIMG FULL-TIME
FACULTY  WITH DOCTORATE AS OF JULY 1. 1973

9-1'onths With Doctorate Without Doctorate Total .
- K% ! 3 s
Professors
Hew i} 8g.6 5 11.4 44 100.00
Continuing 2,447 88.2 326 11.3 2,773 100 o0
(Total) {2.486) (8B.2) (331) (11.8) (2,817} (100.00)
A te Professors
S o 13 76.5 8 23.5 17 100.00
fantinuing 1,073 a8.6 138 11.4 1,211  100.00
{mtaﬂ (1,086) (88.4) {142) (11.6) (1,228) {100.00)

Assistant Professors

New 99 92.5 8 7.5 107 100 00
Continuing 869 81.4 199 18.6 1,068 100 00
(Total) {968) (82.4) {207) (17 8) (1,175) (100.00)
Instructors T T
New - - Q0 - 100 00
Con*inuing 1 100.00 - 0.q. 1 100 00
{Total) (1) (100.00) {-] (G 0) (1) (100 00)
A1l Ranks 4,541 87 0 680 13 0 5.221 100 00
Lecturers 537 431 709 56 9 1,246 100.30

3compiled on a headcount basis, These aqgreqates are, therefore, higher than thase 1n
Table B-1 which are computed on an F T.E. basis

includas reqular rank titles and Lecturers and Senior Lecturers with and without Security
of Employment For purpases of this report, full-time 1s defined as 50% or more time for
two or more quarters during the fiscal year ExcTudes the heaith sciences  Schools of

Dentistry, Medicine, Mursing, Optomaetry, Pharmacy, Public Health, and Veterinary “edicine

Source- Big-bibliographical Services (Records on U C Facuity)

‘tP--3cademtc % Staff Personnel Relatians
1Q/7% SGY

J-4



TABLE B-2 (cantinued)

NUFIBERa ANTI PERCEMT OF MEW AND CONTINUIMG FULL-TIME
FACULTYE WITH DOCTORATE AS OF JULY 1, 1979

11-#onths W1th Doctorate Without Doctorate Totai
N i N z N ]
Progfessors
New § 1004 - g.0 5 100 00
Continuing 433 95.8 21 4.2 504 100.00
{Total) {488) (95.8) {21) (4.2} (509) (100 cO)

Assaciate Professors

New 3 100.0 - 0.0 3 100 00
Continging 119 98.3 2 1.7 121 100 00
(Total) {122) (98.4) (2) (1.6} (124) {100.00)
Assistant Professors
Mew 15 100.0 - 6.0 15 100 00
Continuing 115 95,8 5 42 120  100.Q0
(Total) (130) (96 3) (5) (3.7) {135} (100 o0}
[nstructors ) ) )
liaw - 049 - ao - a.
Continuing - 0.0 - ao = - {gu gg
{Total) -} (0.9} (-} (0.0) {-} (100 0Q)
A1! Ranks 740 36 4 29 3.6 768 100 QO
Lecturers 11 73 2 15 26.8 56 100 20

aCnmptled on a headcount basis. These aggregates are, therefore, higher than these fn
Table B- 1which are computed on an F T E. basis

Yncludes reqular rank tities and Lecturers and semior Lecturers with and without Security
of Employment Fer purposes of this report, full-time is defined zs 50% or more time for
two ar more quarters during the fiscal year Excludes the health sciences  Schogls of

Jentistry, Medicine, 'lursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, and Yeterinary Medicine

Source Bio-bibliographical Services {Records on U £ Faculty)

YP--Academic % Staff Persannel Relations
106/79 JGY



TABLE B-3

NUMBER? AND PERCENT OF FULL-TIME FACULTYb WITH
TENURE OR SECURITY OF EMPLOYMENT 1379-20

Tosal Mumber Faculty witn Ta2nure or
_of faculty Security of Emn1oyTent
9-Months : =
Profassor 2,999 2,817 93.9
Assocfate Professor 1,335 1,228 920
Assistant Professor 1,394 - -
Instructar 63 - -
(A11 Ranks) {5,796} (4,045) (69.8)
Lecturer 1,246 126 10.1
11-Months
Professor 516 509 98.6 e
Associate Profassor 128 128 - 96.9
Assistant Professor 141 - -
Instructor - - -
{A11 Ranks) (785) (633) {80 6)
Laecturer 56 5 89

aCompﬂed on a headcount basis. These agaregates are, therefore, higher than
those 1n Table B-1 which are computed on an F T E. basis

bIncludes regular and irregular (Acting, Visiting, In-Residence, Adjunct) rank
titles and Lecturers and Sentor Lecturers with and without Security af
Employment. For purposes of this report, full-time 15 defined as 50% or

more time for two or more quarters during the fiscal year Excludes the

health sciences  Schools of Nentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy,
Publi1¢ Health, and Veterinary Medicine

Source- 8io-bibliographical Services (Records on U C Faculty)

VP--Academic & Staff Personnel Relations
10779 JBY



TABLE B-4
SEPARATIONS OF FULL-TIME FACULTY 1972-79

Assoctate Assistant
Reasons for Professar Pro fessor Professor Instructor
Separation 9-Mos. 1l-Mos 9-¥ps  1l-Mos 9-Mos. 1ll-Mos S-Mos. 11-Mos
Death & Retirement 50 12 L] 2 2 - - -
Fayyulty Position in
Another Institution
(U.S. & Foraign) 11 - 9 - 18 4 - -
Return to Graduate
Study - - - - - - - -
Change 1n Status - - 1 - 2 - - -
Exprration of
Appointment - - - - 18 1 - -
Jther Employment 9 1 8 - 19 3 - -
Unknown 1 - - - 1 v T T
“0TAL 71 13 23 2 mn G - -

2rncludes reguiar rank titles only  For purposes of this report, full-time 1s defined as
50% or more time for two or more quarters during the fiscal year Excludes the health
sciences  Schools of Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing., Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health,
and Yeterinary Medicine.

Source  Academic Personnel Lag 3oo0ks

Yp--Academte & Staff Personnel Aelations
0/79 JBY



QRIGINS OF RECRULTMENT GF TENURED AMD HONTENURED peeSONNEL?

Institutions

Umiv./Ar1zona
Brown University
Cai1f (Inst Tech
CSYC - Morthridze
CSUC - Sacramanto
<3UC - San Jose
w3lC - Stanislaus
Carnegfe-Mallan
Case .Jestern Rasarve
CUNY - Brooklyn
Clark University

Columbra University
Univ /Connecticut
Sorneld Untversity
Juke Unmiversity
Emory University
Flarida State Univ
tarvard University
Iniv fI11ing1s
indiana Untversity
[owa State Univ
Juiliard School
In1v /Kentucky
Lingoln Untversity
Yniv /Maryland

Imiv fMassachusetts
wass Inst Tech
Iniv /Michigan
iniv./Montana

Univ /Mew Hampshire

“ew *exico State !niv
“be=ltn College

TABLE B-3

1979-80
Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor Instructor
9-Mos., 11-Mas. 9-Mps, ll-Mos. 9-Hos. ll-Mos. 9-Mps., 1l-Mos

1

— -

[ —_ o e s

Lo o B o B A T ]

-

1

1
k|

— -

[

L L T B R

— =)

— = =



CRIGIMS OF RECPULTHCNT OF VEMURED ARC MONTERURED PERSOMNEL?

TAGLE B-5 {continued}

J-9

1979-20
Assgciate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor Instructor
“Agtitutrans 3-1"05 1-Hos., 9-ilos  LI-"los 3-1cs  1l-‘"03 3-Hos . MENFTIN
Un1y /Oragen - - - - 1 - - -
lInty /Pennsylvania 1 - - - - - - -
Univ./PTttsburgh - - 1l - - - - -
Princeton Univ - - 2 - - - - -
Purdue tUniversity - - ] - 2 - - -
Un1v fRhode Island - - - - 1 - - -
Fece Untversrty - - - - 2 - - -
5t John's Colliege - - - - 1 - - -
Stanford Umiversity 1 - - - 1 - - -
SUNY - 3uffalo 2 - - - 2 - - -
riv /20 Califorma - - - - 2 - - -
Univ /Taxas - - - - 2 - - -
dnign Zollage - - - - l - - -
Unrv fUtah - - - - 2 - - _ -
Yassar College 1 - - - - - - -
Uniy fMirgima 1 - - - - - - - -
yirginia Polytech
Instituta - - - - 1 - - -
tashington State J. 2 - - - 1 - - -
Unty /Washington 1 - 1 - 2 - - -
Western Kentucky U - - - - 1 - - -
Jnty /Uisconsin 2 - - - 1 - - -
Hi1T1ams College - - - - 1 - - -
fale Unrversity 1 - - - 2 1 - -
Yeshiva Umiversity - - - = 1 - - -
Subtatal 25 2 8 1 €0 7 - -_-‘
e 14 2 5 2 26 3 - -
1C - Regqularization _ - - —_— = _9 - = -
Subtatal 14 _2 [ 2 35 3 - -



TABLE 8-3 [continued)

ORISINS OF RECRUITMENT OF TEIURED AMD MOMTENUPED PERSOMYEL?

1979-80
Associate Assistant

Profassor Professor Professor Instructor
"Irer Sgurcas S-M5s, 11-103. 9-*9s 1ll-"as, 3-¥os 1l-Mos 3-"os  1l-Mos
Fareign Institutions 3 - 2 - 2 - - -
Graduate Study - - - - s - - -
Other Employment 2 1 1 - 13 5 - -
Government - —_— —_ — —_— -1 - =
Subtotal 5 1 3 - 21 8 - -

TaTAL 4

[l
-
I
=
o
[=1]
—
[=}]

nciudes full-time reqular rank titles only Gives origins of new faculty shown 1n Table B2

Excludes the health sclences Schools of Dentistry, Medicine, Mursing, Optometry, Pharmacy,
Public Health, and Yeterinary Medicine

Sources  Acidemic Personnel Log Books

YP--Academic & Staff Persannel Relations
10/79 JGY
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TABLE 2-6

DESTINATION OF FULL-TIME FACULTY WHO YOLUNTARILY ReEsIGY?
1978-79
Associlate Assistant
Professor Professor Prufessar Instructor

Institutions Y-Mos. LL-Mos YMas. 11-Mos.  J-Mos. I1-Mos, 9Mos. 1l-Pos,
Sabsen College - - 1l - - - - -
Boston Lollege - - - - 1 - - -
Calif Inst Tech. 1 - - - - - - -
Case Hestern Res. - - - - 1 - - -
Columbia University - - 1 - - - - -
Harvard University - - - - 1 - - -
Univ./111inois - - - - 1 - - -
Johns Hopkins Univ - - 1 - - - - -
Mass Inst Tech. 1 - - - 2 - - -
Univ /New Mexico 1 - - . - - - -
Univ /Ne Carolina - - 1 - - - - -
Horthwestern Univ - - - - 2 - -
Oregon State Unmvy - - - - 1 . ST T T
Pennsylvania State U - - - - 1 - - -
frinceton University 2 - - - - - - -
Purdue University 1 - - - - 1 - -
Rice University 1 - - - - - - _
Setan 4all! University 1 - - - . - - .
Stanford University - - 1 - 1 - - -
SUNY - Albany - - 1 - . - _ .
SUMY - Stony Brook 2 - - . . . _
Univ f30 Caltforma - - 2 - 2 - . :
Univ /Texas 1 - - - . -
Tulane Umiversity - - - - 1 - : )
Utah State University - - - - - 1 - -
Univ /firginia - - - - 1 . .
Washington State Univ - - - - - 1 ) B
Uniy /\Hsconsin - - -

—_ e —_ _ _ 1 - i
Subtotal 11 - 3 - 15 2 _ )

J-11



TABLE B-& (continued)

DESTINATION OF FULL-TII‘;IE_};A%LTY 'HO VOLUNTAPILY RESIGH®

Asspciate Assistant

Prgfassor Professar Professor Instructor
Gcrars 9-Mes  11-Mos 9-Mos. 11-Mos. 9-Mos. 11-l"ps 9-Mas [1-Mos
Forergn Institutians - - 1 - 3 - - -
Government - - - - 1 1 - -
Change 1n Status - - 1 - 2 - - -
Personal k! - K - 6 - - -
Other Employment 6 1 S - 12 2 - -
Graduate Study - - - - - - - -
Unknown 1 - - —_ _io 1 - -
Subtotal 10 1 10 - 34 4 - -
TOTAL 21

|

3neludes full-time regular rank titles only Gives destinations {other than Death and
Retirement and Expiration of Appaintment) of faculty separating as shown 1n Table B8-4
Excludes the health sciences  Schocls of Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry,
Pharmacy, Publtc Health, and Veterinary Medficine

Source  Academic Personnel Log Books

VP--Academe & Staff Personnel Relations
10/79 J&Y

J-12



TABLE B-7

FACULTY PROMOTIQHAL PATTERMS. 1977-78 and 1978-79%

Promoted From Promoted From
Asst Professor to Assoc. Professor Assoc  Professor to Professor
9-las 11-flos. Total 9-Mos, 11-Mas. Total
1977-78. 148 18 164 133 18 151
1978-79 124 18 142 126 19 145

3rneludes reqular rank titles only For purposes of this report, full-time 15
defined as 50% or more time for two or more quarters during the fiscal year
Excludes the aealth sgiences  Schools of Oentistry, Medicine, Mursing, Optametry,

Pharmacy, °2ublic Health, and Veterinary Medicine
Source  Academic Personnel Log Books

VP-- Acaaemic and Staff Personnel R
Yo7 7o a8 r el Relations

J-13



APPENDIX K

California State University and Colieges Supplemental Information
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